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We argue that in quantum gravity there is no Born rule. The quantum-
gravity regime, described by a non-normalisable Wheeler-DeWitt wave func-
tional ¥, must be in quantum nonequilibrium with a probability distribution
P+ |\If|2 (initially and always). A Born rule can emerge only in the semiclassical
regime of quantum systems on a classical spacetime background, with normal-
isable Schrodinger wave functions . Conditioning on the underlying quantum-
gravitational ensemble yields a nonequilibrium distribution p # [|* at the
beginning of the semiclassical regime, with quantum relaxation p — |1/)|2 taking
place only afterwards. Quantum gravity naturally creates an early nonequilib-
rium universe. We also show how small corrections to the Schrédinger equation
yield an intermediate regime in which the Born rule is unstable: an initial dis-
tribution p = [¢|* can evolve to a final distribution p # |1|°>. These results
arise naturally in the de Broglie-Bohm pilot-wave formulation of quantum grav-
ity. We show that quantum instability during inflation generates a large-scale
deficit ~ 1/k% in the primordial power spectrum at wavenumber k, though the
effect is too small to observe. Similarly we find an unobservably large timescale
for quantum instability in a radiation-dominated universe. Quantum instability
may be important in black-hole evaporation, with a final burst of Hawking ra-
diation that violates the Born rule. Deviations from the Born rule can also be
generated for atomic systems in the gravitational field of the earth, though the
effects are unlikely to be observable. The most promising scenario for the detec-
tion of Born-rule violations appears to be in radiation from exploding primordial
black holes.
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1 Introduction

An unfinished task of theoretical physics concerns how to combine the two great
theories of the twentieth century — general relativity and quantum mechanics
— into a coherent theory of quantum gravity. One approach has been to apply
the methods of canonical quantisation to the gravitational field. Despite some
initial confusion, by the late 1960s a formal theory was arrived at in which the
quantum state ¥[g;;, #] is a functional of the 3-metric g;; (together with other
quantum fields ¢) and obeys a time-independent Wheeler-DeWitt equation of
the form H¥ = 0 (for an appropriate operator ’;’-7,) 1L 2]. A consensus was
reached on the formal equations defining the theory, but to this day there re-
mains widespread controversy over how to interpret them — a controversy which
is often summarised under the general heading of the ‘problem of time’ [2-8§].
The underlying theory appears to be timeless, and yet in some semiclassical
approximation it must yield the standard time-dependent quantum mechanics
of systems on a classical spacetime background. There are many approaches to
solving this problem, and authors differ as to whether or not the problem has
in fact been solved. Controversy over the physical interpretation of the theory
lingers despite the fundamental equations having been written down more than
half a century ago. Much progress has been made in recent decades rewriting
the equations in terms of alternative sets of variables, resulting in a version
of the theory widely known as loop quantum gravity, which has certain tech-
nical advantages while retaining similar interpretational problems [9-12]. The
problems of interpretation seem unrelated to questions concerning ultraviolet
divergences and perturbative non-renormalisability, arising as they do even in
finite-dimensional minisuperspace models. Instead the problems appear to sig-
nal a basic conceptual difficulty that afflicts the formalism. It has long been
suspected that progress in understanding quantum gravity might require some
change in our understanding of quantum mechanics. Some authors have pro-
posed, for example, that we must reformulate quantum mechanics itself as a
timeless theory [13-15].

In this paper we suggest that some of the conceptual difficulties in under-
standing quantum gravity arise from the unwarranted assumption that the Born
rule is still relevant in the deep quantum-gravity regime. Our everyday labora-
tory experience tells us that quantum systems have time-dependent wave func-
tions ¢ and the Born rule states that |w|2 is a probability density. It has long
been assumed that some analogue of the Born rule must hold even at the Planck
scale. Some early workers assumed that the Wheeler-DeWitt wave functional
U yields a probability density |\If|2, but this ‘naive Schrodinger interpretation’
encountered difficulties and has been widely abandoned. Among other problems
the density |\If|2 is non-normalisable — and not for merely technical reasons but
for the deep physical reason that the Wheeler-DeWitt equation has the struc-
ture of a Klein-Gordon-like wave equation on configuration space. Even so the
many approaches to solving the problem of time generally assume that some
form of Born rule must be applied. We argue here that this is a mistake, that
in the deep quantum-gravity regime there is no such thing as the Born rule,



and that the Born rule emerges only in the semiclassical regime for quantum
systems on a classical spacetime background.

To make sense of this proposal requires a formulation of quantum mechanics
in which the Born rule is not an axiom or law but is merely emergent. Such
a formulation is provided by the pilot-wave theory of de Broglie and Bohm
[16-21] — at least when correctly interpreted [22-30]. In pilot-wave theory a
quantum system has an evolving configuration ¢(¢) whose motion is determined
by the configuration-space wave function (g,t). For standard systems the
components of the velocity dg/dt are proportional to the gradient of the phase
S = ImlIn. This nonclassical theory of motion — originally due to de Brogli
— provides a deterministic theory of trajectories for quantum systems. But the
equations determine a trajectory ¢(t) only given the initial configuration ¢(¢;)
(and the initial wave function (g, t;)) at some initial time ¢;. Over an ensemble
of systems with the same (g, t;) we will have some initial distribution p(gq, t;)
of configurations. If we assume that p(q,t;) = |¢(q,t;)|? it follows from the
equations that this initial Born-rule density is preserved in time in the sense that
we obtain p(q,t) = |¢(q,t)|* at later times ¢. The Born rule describes a state
of ‘quantum equilibrium’. With this assumption about the initial conditions
the empirical predictions of textbook quantum mechanics are recovered (as first
shown in full detail by Bohm) [18-21]. However, the status of the Born rule as
an initial condition in pilot-wave theory has been disputed. Most authors take it
as an extra postulate or law of the theory (along with the Schrédinger equation
for ¢ and the de Broglie ‘guidance equation’ for the velocity dg/dt) [19, 31-33].
This author has long argued that this is a mistake [20-30, 34]. There is a basic
conceptual difference between initial conditions on the one hand and laws of
motion on the other. For an ensemble of systems with the same ¥(q,t;), the
actual initial distribution p(q,t;) of configurations is in principle arbitrary (just
as, in classical mechanics, for an ensemble of systems with the same Hamiltonian
the actual initial distribution p(q, p, t;) on phase space is in principle arbitrary).
In particular p(g, t;) may or may not be equal to |1(¢, ;)|*. If we take pilot-wave
theory seriously as a physical theory, it tells us that more general non-Born-rule
distributions p(q, t;) # |w(q,ti)|2 (corresponding to ‘quantum nonequilibrium’)
are possible at least in principle, resulting in a wider physics beyond that allowed
by the usual quantum formalism [20-30, 34-36]. In other words, quantum theory
is merely a special case of a much wider physics [37].

It has been argued that in pilot-wave theory the Born rule emerges by a
dynamical process of ‘quantum relaxation’, broadly analogous to thermal relax-
ation in classical physics, a view which has been supported by extensive numeri-
cal simulations [22, 24, 26, 30, 38—44]. On this view relaxation p(g,t) — |¥(q, t)|2
to the Born rule took place (on a coarse-grained level) some time in the remote
past, probably in the very early universe [23-26, 30, 34, 37], and may have left
traces in the cosmic microwave background [34, 36, 45-50] or in relic cosmo-

2Pilot-wave theory was first presented by de Broglie, for a many-body system, at the
1927 Solvay conference [16]. For a complete translation of the conference proceedings, and a
detailed historical analysis, see ref. [I7].



logical particles [26] [36] [45] [5T] [52]. Simulations of quantum relaxation have
been carried out for a variety of systems on a classical spacetime background,
including quantum scalar fields in a cosmological setting. It has been shown
that quantum relaxation tends to be suppressed for long-wavelength (super-
Hubble) field modes on expanding space [36, 45-47, 49], but in most respects
numerical studies have confirmed the general picture of the Born rule emerging
by dynamical relaxation.

In non-gravitational physics quantum equilibrium is stable in the sense that
it is preserved in time. Under standard operations and interactions an initial
equilibrium state p = |¢|* will evolve into a final equilibrium state p = ||*.
Thus, for example, the Born rule continues to hold in high-energy collisions
(as probed by scattering cross-sections). In pilot-wave theory this stability is a
simple consequence of the dynamics, which evolves an initial Born-rule state to a
final Born-rule state. We might then ask what happens to quantum equilibrium
in the presence of gravitational processes. It has been suggested that the Born
rule could become unstable during the formation and complete evaporation
of a black hole, so as to compensate for the apparent information loss that
would otherwise occur [36] 63, [54]. On this scenario an evaporating black hole
would emit Hawking radiation in a state of quantum nonequilibrium p # |¢|2.
However, the arguments given are semiclassical, for quantum fields on a classical
spacetime background. The suggested mechanism, which involves entanglement
between ingoing and outgoing field modes, depends on the assumption that
quantum nonequilibrium is somehow generated behind the horizon (close to the
singularity). This lacks a sound theoretical basis. To make further progress
requires the application of pilot-wave theory to the gravitational field itself.

A pilot-wave theory of quantum gravity, in which the Wheeler-DeWitt wave
functional ¥[g;;, ¢] is supplemented by a de Broglie-Bohm trajectory (g;;(t), #(t)),
has been considered by a number of authors. Beginning with the early papers
of Vink [55], Horiguchi [56] and Shtanov [57], the theory has been extensively
applied to quantum cosmology in particular by Pinto-Neto and collaborators
[68-61]. An alternative approach to pilot-wave quantum gravity considers a
Schrodinger-like equation for a time-dependent wave functional ¥g;;, ¢,t] with
a preferred time parameter ¢ [24 25 [62]. In such a theory the Born-rule dis-
tribution P[gi;, ¢, t] = |¥[gi;, t]|* should be stable by construction. However
the consistency and completeness of the latter approach remains in doubt [63].

Here we restrict ourselves to pilot-wave theory as applied to the timeless
Wheeler-DeWitt equation with a time-independent wave functional W[g;;, ¢].
In previous work the focus has been on properties of the trajectories for the
evolving 3-metric (for example whether or not the trajectories are singularity-
avoiding in cosmological scenarios [64] ), while little has been done in considering
probabilities and the Born rule. As we shall see, the usual problems emerge when
trying to interpret the non-normalisable (and static) Wheeler-DeWitt density
|\I!|2 as a probability density. Perhaps for this reason most authors in the field
have confined themselves to considering properties of the trajectories alone,
without attempting to define a theory of ensembles or of probabilities.



In this paper we propose a new approach to understanding the Born rule in
quantum gravityﬁ Adopting a pilot-wave theory of gravity with the Wheeler-
DeWitt equation, we argue that at the fundamental level a probability density
P must be, and always remains, unequal to the apparent ‘Born-rule’ density
|¥|*, since P is normalisable (by construction) while |¥|* is not. Quantum
relaxation cannot take place in the usual way because there is no well-defined
equilibrium state. In effect the deep quantum-gravity regime is in a perpetual
state of quantum nonequilibrium P # |\IJ|2 Even so, the Born rule can be
recovered in the semiclassical regime, with the Schrédinger approximation for
an effective time-dependent (and normalisable) wave function . In that regime
quantum relaxation p — |1/1|2 can proceed in the usual way and over time we
recover the Born rule p = [9|* as an equilibrium state. At the beginning of
the semiclassical regime, however, the system is expected to be in a state of
nonequilibrium p # |w|27 with p arising as a conditional probability from the
underlying quantum-gravitational nonequilibrium state P # |¥|>. Relaxation
p— |1/)|2 takes place only afterwards. In this way the hypothesis of primordial
quantum nonequilibrium [22-27, 30, 34, 36, 37] is derived as a consequence of
quantum gravity.

We also study an intermediate regime, with quantum-gravitational correc-
tions to the Schrédinger approximation, following methods developed by Kiefer
and collaborators [68-71]. A long-standing difficulty in the field has been the
appearance of small, quantum-gravitationally induced, non-Hermitian correc-
tions in the effective Hamiltonian (for a field system on a classical background).
In standard quantum theory such terms violate the conservation of probability.
For this reason, in such calculations usually only the Hermitian corrections are
kept and the non-Hermitian terms are discarded. We show that, when refor-
mulated in terms of pilot-wave theory, probabilities are fully conserved even in
the presence of non-Hermitian terms, whose effect is instead to generate a small
instability of the Born rule: an initial equilibrium distribution p = |w|2 can in
principle evolve to a nonequilibrium distribution p # [¢|* (at least in circum-
stances where relaxation is relatively negligible). In this paper we study various
systems where such ‘quantum instability’ can occur: a scalar field on de Sitter
space, a field on a radiation-dominated background, a field in the spacetime
of an evaporating black hole, and an atomic system with a rapidly-changing
Hamiltonian in a curved background. In general the effects are found to be
extremely small, with the possible exception of the final stages of black-hole
evaporation where the effects may well be significant.

An outline of this paper now follows. We employ units with A = ¢ = 167G =
1. In Section 2 we review the status of the Born rule in pilot-wave theory on
a classical spacetime background. In Section 3 we review the difficulties with
understanding and applying the Born rule in canonical quantum gravity in both
its conventional and pilot-wave versions. Our new approach to the Born rule
is explained and outlined in general terms in Section 4. In Section 5 we con-

3Related and preliminary versions of these proposals were given in refs. [65, [66]. For a
concise overview of the present work see ref. [67].



sider quantum-gravitational corrections to the Schrodinger approximation and
in Section 6 we show how the non-Hermitian part of such corrections can be
understood in pilot-wave theory as generating a small instability of the Born
rule. In Section 7 we apply these proposals to quantum cosmology and imple-
ment a simplified model to enable tractable calculations. This model is applied
in Section 8 to study the gravitational creation of quantum nonequilibrium for a
scalar field on de Sitter space. In Section 9 these results are employed to derive
an approximate correction to the cosmological primordial power spectrum, in
the form of a small power deficit scaling with wave number k as 1/k3, whose
magnitude is however estimated to be too small to be observable in the cosmic
microwave background. In Section 10 we study similar effects for a scalar field
in a radiation-dominated expanding universe. In Section 11 we show how quan-
tum nonequilibrium is expected to be created by quantum-gravitational effects
in the spacetime of an evaporating black hole, where the effects are estimated
to be significant only in the final stages of evaporation when the mass M of the
hole approaches the Planck mass mp. Finally, in Section 12 we consider how
comparable effects can occur for atomic systems with rapidly-changing Hamil-
tonians in the gravitational field of the earth, however the effects are so tiny
as to be seemingly of theoretical interest only. Our conclusions are drawn in
Section 13.

2 Pilot-wave theory and the Born rule

In this section we outline the status of the Born rule in pilot-wave theory.

2.1 Pilot-wave theory and quantum equilibrium

In pilot-wave theory a general system has an evolving configuration ¢(t) with a
velocity law [16-21]

d

= =v(g,) (1)
where v(q,t) is determined by the wave function ¢(g,t). The time parameter
t is associated with a foliation of spacetime by spacelike hypersurfaces. For
a system evolving on a classical spacetime background, ¢ is the configuration
of fields and particles on a curved 3-space (as defined by the hypersurfaces).
The de Broglie velocity field v(q, t) is defined as follows. The usual Schrodinger
equation on configuration space

oY -
— =H 2
i = fiy, )
implies a continuity equation
o lv[’ .
———+0,-5=0 3

4Systems with spin have multi-component wave functions. It will not be necessary to
consider such systems here.



for a density |z/1|2 and a current j = j[¢)] = j(g,t), where 9, is a generalised
gradient and j satisfies

9, =2Re (m*Hw) . (4)

The explicit expression for j in terms of ¢ is determined by the form of the
Hamiltonian H, and such a current exists whenever H is given by a differential
operator [72]. leen an expression for j, the de Broglie velocity field is defined
N et
I\G,

D = g 0P ©)
The equation of motion (IJ) then determines a trajectory ¢(t) in configuration
space, given an initial configuration ¢(0) and an initial wave function (g, 0).
Physical Hamiltonians are often quadratic in the canonical momenta, in which
case the components v, of v are proportional to the components of the phase

gradient:
Vg X 0y, 5 =Im (aizw> (6)

(where ¢ = || ). It is important to note that the ‘pilot wave’ 1 is a field
on configuration space that guides the deterministic motion of an individual
system. Fundamentally ¢ has nothing to do with probability.

We can consider an ensemble of systems with the same wave function ¢(q, t).
The ensemble will have an evolving distribution p(q,t) of configurations ¢(t).
The initial distribution p(g,t;) at time ¢; need not be equal to the squared-
amplitude |1/)(q,tl-)|2 of the initial pilot wave ¥(q,t;). Because the individual
configurations evolve by the equation of motion (), the ensemble distribution
p(q,t) will necessarily evolve by the continuity equation

Op

— 4+ 0, =0. 7
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This is the same as the continuity equation (3) for the time evolution of ||,
We then have a simple ‘quantum equilibrium theorem’: if p and |z/1|2 happen to
be equal at an initial time ¢; then they will remain equal at later times ¢. Thus
an initial distribution p(q,t;) = [¢(g, t;)|* evolves into a final distribution

pla.t) =Yg, )] . (8)

This is the state of quantum equilibrium, in which the ensemble obeys the Born
rule.
It is sometimes useful to consider how the ratio

p
f=-2 9
P ®)
evolves along a trajectory. From (7)) and (B)) it is easy to show that
df
hca— 10
Y0, (10)



where d/dt = /0t + v - 9, is the time derivative along a trajectory with local
velocity v.

As was first shown in detail by Bohm [I§], in the state (8] of quantum equi-
librium the statistical predictions for the outcomes of general quantum mea-
surements agree with the usual predictions of textbook quantum theoryﬁ In
contrast, for a ‘quantum nonequilibrium’ ensemble with a non-Born-rule distri-
bution p(g,t) # |¥(q, t)|27 the statistical predictions generally differ from those
of quantum theory [20-26, 28-30, 34, 36, 37]. Such ensembles entail new physics
outside the domain of conventional quantum physics. If pilot-wave theory is
taken seriously, we must conclude that quantum physics is merely an effective
theory of an equilibrium state — and that, at least in principle, there is a much
wider nonequilibrium physics beyond the physics that is currently known.

For all systems that are currently accessible to us, experiments have con-
firmed the Born rule p = |¢|*. This state can be understood as having arisen
from a dynamical process of quantum relaxation (analogous to thermal relax-
ation). Because p and |1/)|2 obey the same continuity equation, the fine-grained
H-function

H(t) = / dg pin(p/ |02) (11)

(minus the relative entropy of p with respect to |¢|*) is constant in time,
dH/dt = 0. But if we assume that p and |¢|* have no fine-grained structure at
some initial time t;, the coarse-grained H-function

H(t) = / dg pin(s/ 19 P) (12)

obeys an H-theorem - -
H(t) < H(t:) (13)

where H (t) is bounded below by zero and is equal to zero if and only if p = |w|2
everywhere [22] 24], [26]. Coarse-graining is needed because of the fine-grained
conservation [I0) of f, which is analogous to the classical Liouville theorem on
phase space. As in classical thermal relaxation for an isolated system, we must
assume that the initial state has no fine-grained structure

Wide-ranging numerical simulations show that, when 1 is a superposition

of energy eigenstates, there is rapid coarse-grained relaxation p — |w|2 [22, 24,
26, 30, 38-44], with H(t) decaying approximately exponentially towards zero
[38, [40, [42],

H(t) ~ H(0) exp(—t/Trelax) » (14)
where the quantum relaxation timescale Tyelax depends on ¢ (as well as on
the coarse-graining length ) [40]. Numerical results for two-dimensional sys-
tems have yielded values Tyelax roughly comparable to the quantum timescale

5See refs. [19, 20] for detailed accounts of textbook quantum mechanics in terms of pilot-
wave theory.
6For a detailed discussion see ref. [30].



over which v evolves, however there is no general relation between the two
timescales. As expected relaxation tends to be faster for larger numbers M of
superposed modes (as well as for larger €). For particles in a two-dimensional
box, for example, there is strong numerical evidence for an approximate inverse
scaling Tyelax o 1/M (at fixed €) [40]. Similar results are found in pilot-wave
field theory, where a single scalar field mode is mathematically equivalent to a
two-dimensional oscillator. For fields on expanding space the results are some-
what modified: quantum relaxation takes place efficiently at short (sub-Hubble)
wavelengths but is suppressed at long (super-Hubble) wavelengths [36, [45], [46].

It has been suggested that quantum relaxation took place in the very early
universe [23-26, 30, 34, 37]. Ordinary laboratory systems have a long and violent
astrophysical history, and are expected to have reached quantum equilibrium a
long time ago. For such systems we can expect to see the Born rule today
to exceedingly high accuracy. However, quantum nonequilibrium in the early
universe can leave an observable imprint in the cosmic microwave background
(CMB) [34} 36] [45, [46], 48], with a specific signature [47, [49] (caused by super-
Hubble suppression of relaxation) which has been searched for in recent CMB
data [50]. Furthermore, early nonequilibrium might survive to the present day
in relic cosmological particles if they decoupled at sufficiently early times [26], 36
45| [51]. This could potentially be observed in the form of anomalous spectra for
decaying or annihilating dark matter [52]. Thus the wider physics of quantum
nonequilibrium may have existed in the very early universe, before quantum
relaxation took place, possibly leaving traces in the CMB and in relic particles
today.

Finally, we mention an alternative approach to understanding the Born rule
in pilot-wave theory, which will be relevant later. Beginning with ref. [31] there
has developed a distinctive school of de Broglie-Bohm theory called ‘Bohmian
mechanics’ [32]]3 This school has been particularly influential among philoso-
phers [33] [74]. The Bohmian mechanics school claims that a fundamental role is
played by the initial Born-rule measure |¥(q,0)|* for the universe, where ¥ (g, 0)
is the initial universal wave function at ¢ = 0. It is claimed that |¥(g,0)|
provides a fundamental measure of ‘typicality’ (or equivalently, of probability)
for the initial universal configuration ¢(0), implying Born-rule probabilities for
subsystems. In effect, the Born rule is asserted to have a law-like status at the
beginning of the universe, and the Born rule we see at later times is simply a
consequence of the Born rule at ¢ = 0. However, a different choice of initial
measure, such as | ¥ (g, O)|4, yields non-Born rule distributions for subsystems at
t =0 [25, 26] 30]. To obtain the Born rule at later times we would then have
to appeal to some form of dynamical relaxation. But the Bohmian mechanics
school claims that |¥(g,0)]” is the natural choice at ¢ = 0, and that this suffices
as an explanation, rendering dynamical relaxation superfluous. The argument

"This terminology should properly be applied to Bohm’s 1952 reformulation 18] of de
Broglie’s original 1927 dynamics [16]. Bohm’s version of the theory (based on an equation for
acceleration with a pseudo-Newtonian ‘quantum potential’) has been shown to be unstable
[73].



is, however, circular and unjustiﬁed The Born rule is assumed to apply to
the whole universe, in order to obtain the Born rule for subsystems. As we will
see in Section 4, even leaving the circularity aside, a careful analysis of the role
of probability in pilot-wave quantum gravity definitively resolves the dispute in
favour of dynamical relaxation.

2.2 Quantum equilibrium on a globally-hyperbolic space-
time

We have seen that the existence of a quantum equilibrium state is a trivial
consequence of the structure of pilot-wave dynamics for any system that obeys
a Schrodinger equation with an associated conserved current j. Given such
a current, p and |1/1|2 will by construction obey the same continuity equation
(with the same velocity field v = j/ [)*) and the quantum equilibrium theorem
immediately follows. It is instructive to illustrate this for field theory on a
classical curved spacetime background — assuming that the spacetime is globally
hyperbolic [53].

A globally hyperbolic spacetime can always be foliated (usually nonuniquely)
by spacelike hypersurfaces X(t) labelled by a global time function ¢. The line
element dr? = g, drtdz? (with 4-metric g, ) can then be written in the
form [75]

dr? = (N? — N;N")dt* — 2N;dz'dt — g;;da'da’ (15)

where N is the lapse function, N is the shift vector, and g;; is the 3-metric
on X(t). We have a proper time element dr = Ndt normal to the slices X(t),
where the normal deviates from lines of constant a* by dax? = —N%(27,t)dt. For
simplicity we can take N* = 0 so that lines 2* = const. are normal to the slices
(this can always be done provided such lines do not meet singularities).

Consider for example a massless, minimally-coupled real scalar field ¢ with
Lagrangian density

L= v/~ Mg Wy 0,60,0 (16)

(with W g = det g,,,,). This implies a canonical momentum density

_ 0L _ VI,
F_(?_QZ}_N¢ (17)

(with g = det g;; and taking N* = 0) and a Hamiltonian

1 1 .
H = /d3.’L‘ §N\/§ (;Wz +gz<76i¢aj¢> . (18)

The system may then be quantised in the usual way, with field operators (ZAS(,T)
and 7(z) on 3(t). In the functional Schrédinger picture, with the realisations

8See ref. [30] for a detailed critique of this approach — as well as of the Bohmian mechanics
school generally.
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(x) = ¢(x) and #(z) — —id/6p(x), the wave functional ¥[¢p,t] obeys the
Schrédinger equatio

ov [ o1 16*

So far we have simply written down a standard quantum field theory on a
curved background. To convert this into a pilot-wave theory we note that (I9)
implies a continuity equation

o|w|? ) 2 N 3S\
o [ e (1 ) = 20

(where ¥ = |¥| ) with a current

o N 68
= - . 21
v (21)
From (&) we then have a de Broglie velocity
06 _ N oS )
ot \Jfgdo

In addition to the evolving wave ¥[¢p,t] on configuration space we also have an
evolving field ¢(x,t) on 3-space.

Equations ([9) and (22) define the dynamics for an individual field on a
curved background. We can also consider a theoretical ensemble of fields guided
by the same wave functional ¥ (on the same curved background). The ensemble
will have some arbitrary initial distribution P[¢, t;], which need not be equal to
|W[¢, t;]|°. Because each field has the velocity ([22), the distribution P[¢, {] will
necessarily evolve by the continuity equation

oP [ . 6 [ NGS\

Again, by construction, this is the same continuity equation (20) that is satisfied
by |\I/|2 and so the quantum equilibrium theorem immediately follows: if P =
|¥|* holds at some initial time then P = |¥|* will hold at future times. In this
way we can easily establish the existence of a quantum equilibrium state for a
field on a classical globally-hyperbolic spacetime.

Pilot-wave theory with a stable Born rule covers a wide range of physics,
including high-energy field theory on a curved spacetime background — pro-
vided the background is globally hyperbolic It is, however, unclear if a sim-
ilar construction can be given when the background spacetime is not globally

91n this context it is usual to implicitly assume some form of regularisation — for example,
dimensional regularisation [70].

10For completeness we note that, in pilot-wave theory, fermions can be described in terms of

a Dirac sea with particle trajectories generated by a many-body Dirac wave function [77} [78].

A less well-developed approach describes fermions in terms of anti-commuting Grassmann
fields [24} 25] [63].
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hyperbolic. It has been argued that such a spacetime is generated by the for-
mation and complete evaporation of a black hole [79]. Such arguments remain
controversial, but if they are correct we may be forced to rethink the idea of a
stable Born rule in a gravitational context. It has been suggested that quantum
equilibrium could be unstable for fields and particles propagating on a back-
ground non-globally-hyperbolic spacetime [36], 53} 54]. Hawking radiation from
an evaporating black hole could then be in a state of quantum nonequilibrium,
even if the original collapsing matter was initially in quantum equilibrium. Be-
cause nonequilibrium radiation can contain more information than is possible
for conventional radiation, this opens up a new approach to the (still contro-
versial) puzzle of information loss in black holes. The results reported in this
paper support the suggestion that evaporating black holes can create quantum
nonequilibrium (see Section 11).

3 Quantum gravity and the Born rule

In this section we review canonical quantum gravity, in both its conventional
and pilot-wave versions, focussing on the difficulties with understanding and
applying the Born rule.

3.1 Canonical quantum gravity

We begin by outlining the standard canonical quantisation of general relativity
[1, 2], whose starting point is the classical Hamiltonian formulation of Einstein’s
field equations [80, BI]. We first review the formalism for pure gravitation, with
the classical field equations (4)GW = 0 in free space, before generalising to
gravitation with a matter field ¢.

Classically, second time-derivatives of the metric appear only in the space-
space components (4)Gij = 0, which are the dynamical part of the field equa-
tions. The other components, (4)G0u = 0, contain only first-order time deriva-
tives and are constraints on the initial data (defined on an initial spacelike slice
3(0)). To rewrite this system in Hamiltonian form, the 4-metric is first split into
the 3+1 form (IT). After dropping surface terms the Einstein-Hilbert action

I= —/d4:v (-Dg)t/2 DR (24)
becomes
I= /dt/d% Ng'*(K; K7 — K* + R) , (25)
where
K = % (— Bgf + DiN; + Dsz-) (26)

(with D; the 3-covariant derivative with respect to z?) is the extrinsic curvature
tensor, K = K! and R is the 3-scalar curvature (the intrinsic curvature of X).
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From the Lagrangian density
L=Ng"*(Ky;K9 - K?+R) (27)

we obtain the canonical momentum density

Y-V o
ij - _ 1/2 K9 — gk 28
n g g .
55 ( ) (28)
This relation can be inverted:
i —1/2 ] 1
EY =g (0" = 59"p) - (29)
From (26) and (29)) we then have
995 _ oNG.oF 4 DN 4 Do N
ot —2NGU]glp +D7,N] +D]Nz ) (30)
where
L 1/
Gijii = =9 ' “(9igji + Gi19jk — GijGrl) - (31)

2

The functions N, N? are not dynamical variables and their canonical mo-
menta vanish. The gravitational Hamiltonian is then

H = /d% (p7gi; — L) = /d% (NH + N/HY) (32)
where -
H = Gijup”p™ — g*/*R (33)
and ‘ N
H = —2D;p" . (34)

Treating N, N as Lagrange multipliers, the conditions 6 H/SN = 0, §H/SN; =
0 imply the respective Hamiltonian and momentum constraints

H=0, H =0. (35)

These are respectively equivalent to the initial-value constraints (Y Gyy = 0 and
WGy = 0.
We can now write down Hamilton’s first-order dynamical equations

oH i oH
1 — —— ) — —

The first is equivalent to ([B30). This can be used to eliminate p* from the second,
yielding the second-order result (4)Gij =0.

To quantise this Hamiltonian system, the canonical variables g;;, p”/ are
promoted to operators §;;, p* satisfying the usual commutation relations on

13



the hypersurface . We employ the functional Schrodinger picture with the
configuration-space operator realisations

3 5
9ij(x) = gi(x), P () = —lm (37)
(where z labels a spatial point on ). We might have expected the formal wave
functional ¥[g;;,t] = (g:5|¥(¢)) to satisfy a Schrédinger equation 0¥ /9t =
H W, where ¢ is the time function labelling the hypersurfaces X. But, following
the method of Dirac, the classical constraints (35) are promoted to operator
constraints on U:
HU =0, HV=0. (38)

A formal Schrédinger equation then reads 10V /0t = HU = 0. The functional
U = U[g;;] depends on the 3-metric only and not on ¢ — a first hint that the
quantum-gravitational state is a different kind of thing from a conventional
quantum state. Note further that, according to (B8], ¥ is restricted not merely
to eigenstates of zero energy but to eigenstates of zero energy density.

In configuration space the constraints (38)) take the form

52
—Gii — 1/2R)\11=o, 39
( ikl 5%_ Sgn g ( )
5U )
D.[—)=0. 40
i = (40)

The first is the Wheeler-DeWitt equation (or Hamiltonian constraint). We have
written it with a specific operator ordering in the kinetic term, but in fact the
ordering is ambiguous and this should be understood. Different orderings will
be considered later. The second is the momentum constraint, which ensures
that ¥ is really a function on the space of coordinate-independent 3-geometries
(that is, on superspace).

It is straightforward to write down the generalisation to quantum gravity in
the presence of a scalar matter field ¢ with potential V(¢) [56, [58]. The wave
functional ¥[g;;, ¢] obeys an extended Wheeler-DeWitt equation

(Hy+He)¥ =0, (41)
where
1 o R (42)
H, = —Giip)—— —
. I 5gij5gkl \/§
and
N 1 1 62 ij
Hy = 5\/5 Tg08 +970i90;¢ | + /gV(0) (43)

are respectively the gravitational and matter-field Hamiltonian constraint oper-
ators. The momentum constraint now reads

0w
]5gij

ow

+9'¢ (44)
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(where classically H! = —2D;p" + ms0'¢).

In our general considerations below we often work for simplicity with the
purely gravitational wave functional ¥[g;;], where it is understood that the
extension to a system including a matter field is straightforward.

3.2 The problem of time and of probability

The time independence of the Wheeler-DeWitt wave functional ¥[g;;] sets quan-
tum gravity apart from other quantum theories. For a non-gravitational system
with configuration ¢ we usually have a time-dependent Schrédinger equation
@) for a wave function(al) ¢ = (q,t). For a general quantum observable
W = f(§g,p) (where symbolically p = —id, is the canonical momentum) we have
a time-dependent expectation value

<@:/@W@W@r@W@U- (45)

In quantum gravity, in contrast, we have a seemingly static theory. Formally,
an arbitrary observable @ = f[g;;, "] appears to have a time-independent ex-
pectation value

<@:/%TWMWM%W%WW] (46)

(where [ Dg is an appropriate functional integral over the 3-metric).

Despite the apparent lack of time evolution, it is usually assumed that con-
ventional quantum mechanics with the Born rule still applies in some (perhaps
modified) form. However, even taking into account the impressive technical
advances of recent decades, it is fair to say that the physical interpretation of
canonical quantum gravity remains controversial. The difficulties are usually
discussed under the general heading of the ‘problem of time’. This is essentially
the problem of recovering an approximate time-dependent Schrédinger-like evo-
lution and time-dependent probabilities — for example in the limit of quantum
fields, perhaps including metric perturbations, on a classical spacetime back-
ground — from an underlying theory with no time. There have been many at-
tempts to solve this problem since the pioneering work of DeWitt and Wheeler
in the late 1960s [1 82]. Numerous approaches have been tried, with varying
degrees of success. Particularly insightful reviews of the problem, and of var-
ious potential solutions, were given by Unruh and Wald [3], Isham [4] [6] and
Kuchar [5 [7]. An exhaustive and up-to-date review has recently been given by
Anderson [g].

Some authors seek to avoid the problem from the outset by identifying a
preferred time parameter prior to quantisation. This approach has often been
called the ‘internal Schrodinger interpretation’. The aim is to obtain, after
quantisation, a time-dependent Schrodinger-like equation with an appropriately-
defined Hamiltonian. This approach has a long history with its own problems.
Two pilot-wave theory models along these lines have been proposed. The first
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adopts a slicing with a uniform lapse function N = 1 [24], while the second
assumes that the preferred slices are foliations of constant York time [25] [62].
The resulting Schrodinger-like equations should ensure that the Born rule has
the usual status as an equilibrium state and there is no instability. In fact
these models resemble some formulations of Hofava-Lifshitz gravity [83], for
which Lorentz invariance is broken at very high energies and there is a preferred
foliation of spacetime. But the consistency and completeness of such models
remains a matter for future research [63].

Many authors in the field take the view that time is fundamentally undefined
in the deep quantum-gravity regime and that an effective time evolution emerges
only in certain conditions and in certain approximations [1, 13-15, 84, 85]. In
these approaches it is common to suppose that an effective physical ‘time’ is
hidden in the 3-metric g;; [I,[82]. On this view some function 7 of g;; must be
extracted to play the role of time (where now the extraction of a time function is
attempted after quantisation). The functional ¥[g;;] then takes the schematic
form ¥[o, T], where o represents the remaining metric variables. In appropriate
conditions we might recover an effective and well-defined time evolution.

Such approaches, with no fundamental notion of time, often run into what
some authors regard as natural limitations and other authors regard as concep-
tual difficulties. For example, in quantum cosmology a common choice for T
is the cosmological scale factor a. In a minisuperspace model we might have
a wave function of the form ¥ (¢, 0,a), where ¢ is a homogeneous matter field,
o are reduced metric degrees of freedom (perhaps representing perturbations
around a homogeneous and isotropic 3-metric), and a is regarded as an effective
time. In a closed universe that expands and recontracts, the ‘time’ a can have
pathological properties: distinct states can be associated with the same value
of ‘time’ and certain ‘times’ might never be reached at all. It is not obvious
that a parameter measuring spatial volume can be consistently reinterpreted as
a parameter that measures time[™] We might be able to derive a conventional
time evolution in some local region of configuration space (corresponding for
example to an expanding cosmological phase), but globally we are likely to find
pathologies. Some authors are unconcerned by the pathologies, concluding that
our conventional ideas about time have limited validity and emerge only in cer-
tain restricted circumstances. Other authors are troubled by the pathologies
and argue that the formalism suffers from a deep conceptual problem.

Issues also arise concerning the application of basic rules of quantum me-
chanics in a fundamentally timeless theory [9] 14} [85] [86]. Again, authors differ
on the significance of these questions.

It is not our purpose here to review or critique the numerous approaches
to the problem of time developed over more than half a century [8]. Proposals
that are still being actively pursued include, for example, evolving constants
of motion and conditional probability interpretations (to name just two among
many). It is noteworthy that this area remains active and controversial with as

111t has been argued that such problems will be generic for any realistic degree of freedom
T hidden in g;; [3].

16



yet no definitive resolution.

There are, however, three well-known approaches that are particularly rel-
evant for our purposes. The first, known as the ‘Klein-Gordon interpretation’,
exploits the mathematical parallel between the Wheeler-DeWitt equation (on
superspace) and the Klein-Gordon equation for a single particle (on a curved
space with an arbitrary potential), with the hope of obtaining well-defined time-
dependent probabilities at least in some regime. This approach was studied in
particular by Kuchai and was shown to have seemingly unresolvable difficul-
ties. The second approach, which came to be known as the ‘naive Schrédinger
interpretation’, was championed in particular by Hawking and collaborators in
the 1980s but was also shown to have serious difficulties and has been widely
abandoned. The third or ‘WKB’ approach dates from the 1960s and is still
widely used (in particular in quantum cosmology). It will be helpful to review
these three approaches before we proceed.

3.2.1 Klein-Gordon interpretation

As is well known the DeWitt metric Gyji defines a manifold with hyperbolic
signature — + + + ++ (for a 6-dimensional space of ‘points’ g;; at each spatial
point z) [I]. For this reason the Wheeler-DeWitt equation is formally analogous
to an infinite-dimensional Klein-Gordon equation (with a ‘mass-squared’ term
1/2 . . . . . .
g'/?R). By extracting an appropriate time functional 7 [g;;, ) (a functional of
gij at each x), the Wheeler-DeWitt equation ([B9) for ¥[g;;] can be written as a
Klein-Gordon-like equation [6]

<—5—2 + Fob L 1/2R) T =0 (47)
T2 soasob I -
for U[o, T], where 0%[g,z) (a = 1,..,5) are the remaining metric variables and
Faob = FIT o5 7).
The Klein-Gordon interpretation attempts to understand the physics of the
Wheeler-DeWitt equation by exploiting the formal analogy with the single-
particle Klein-Gordon equation

62 - 62 9
(_@+6J(’9wiaxi_m>¢_o (48)

(written for simplicity on Minkowski spacetime). This implies a continuity equa-
tion dypka + Dijikg = 0 with a density

prG = (P —gy*) = —2[y|* § (49)
and a spatial current
Jka = =i 00 — o) = 2 |¢[* 0iS (50)

(with ¢ = |1 €*). The global quantity [ d®z pke is preserved in time. However
PKG 1s not positive definite and so cannot be interpreted as a probability density.
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If we multiply pxg and jf;G by 1/2m, the current appears to take a standard
form [|* (9;S/m) and we might attempt to take |[¢)|* as the true probability
density. But in that case we find that [ d3z [¢|? is not preserved in time. For
these reasons it is unclear how to associate probabilities with the single-particle
Klein-Gordon equation.

Similar problems arise for the Wheeler-DeWitt equation written in the Klein-
Gordon form {T). The infinite-dimensional analogue of the Klein-Gordon den-
sity is again not positive definite [1]. In developing the Klein-Gordon interpre-
tation it was hoped that the density would turn out to be positive on some
appropriately-defined subspace of solutions ¥, but unfortunately this program
was beset with difficulties and has been widely abandoned [5l [6]. Even so, as
we shall see, important mathematical and physical insights can be gained by
considering the Wheeler-DeWitt equation in the Klein-Gordon form @T).

3.2.2 Naive Schrodinger interpretation

According to the naive Schrédinger interpretation we can treat |¥[g;;] |2 directly
as the probability density for the 3-metric g;;['4 More precisely, |¥[g;;] |2 is taken
to be the probability density (on superspace) for finding a spacelike hypersur-
face with 3-geometry represented by g;;. In a minisuperspace model with a
wave function ¢(¢, o, a), the quantity |¢ (¢, o, a)|2 is taken to be the probability
density for finding a matter field ¢, metric perturbations o, and a scale factor a.
This is analogous to taking |4 (x,t)|” for a single particle to be the probability
density for finding a time ¢ with the particle at . This kind of reasoning was
applied by Hawking and his school to argue that certain universes are more
likely than others (concluding, for example, that the universe is likely to be flat
and large) [87].

One difficulty with this approach is that it seems unable to answer what
we might call dynamical questions, specifically, how to calculate the probability
of finding a measured value given the outcome of a preceding measurement.
Attempts have been made to refine the interpretation using conditional proba-
bilities, but this ‘conditional probability interpretation’ raises difficult questions
about which variables can be appropriately chosen as conditional statements for
the remaining variables [5] [6].

The naive Schrodinger interpretation, and attempts to refine it, in any case
founder on one insuperable problem: solutions ¥[g;;] to the Wheeler-DeWitt
equation ([BY) are generally not normalisable (that is, not square-integrable).
To see why, consider the Wheeler-DeWitt equation written in the Klein-Gordon
form (48). A solution ¥[g;;] of (B9) corresponds to a solution ¥[o, 7] of [@S]),
with a change of variables from g¢;; to o, 7. Therefore we can write

[ Do 1wgsl ~ [ Do [ DT (ie T = (51)

12Unruh and Wald [3] were the first to call this ‘the ”naive interpretation” of canonical
quantum gravity’.
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The right-hand side of (&I diverges because it is just a higher-dimensional
analogue of the integral

/d%/j dt [z, ) = oo (52)

for a solution v (z, t) of the single-particle Klein-Gordon equation (@8]), in which
we integrate not only over x but also over t. Thus the Klein-Gordon-like charac-
ter of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation ensures that solutions ¥[g;;] are not square-
integrable.

It might be thought that the diverging integral (&Il) could be rendered finite
by some appropriate regularisation (for example replacing continuous 3-space
with a discrete lattice). But for as long as we integrate over the whole ‘time axis’
the integral (5I]) will remain divergent just like its lower-dimensional counterpart
(2). The divergence reflects a basic fact about wave propagation: a solution of
the wave equation can be confined (or decay rapidly) with respect to x but not
with respect to t.

Because |\I/[gij]|2 is not square-integrable it cannot be employed as a proba-
bility density. Similar problems afflict the conditional probability interpretation.
For this reason the naive Schrodinger interpretation fails. Some authors have
tried to view the divergence of (BI) as a technical issue to be resolved by more
sophisticated mathematics. In this paper we argue instead that the divergence
of (&I points to an important physical fact: that there is no fundamental Born
rule in quantum gravity.

To be clear, we should remark that there are technical issues with normalisa-
tion and the definition of integration measures that afflict any continuous field
theory. Even in classical physics it would be mathematically delicate to define
a probability density on the space of continuous electromagnetic fields. For a
classical scalar field, for example, we might consider a formal probability density
P[¢(x)] on the space of field configurations ¢(z) and try to define the functional
integral [ D¢ (with [ D¢ P[¢] = 1) as a limiting integral [ [ ... [ dg1dds...d¢n,...
over field values ¢; on a discrete lattice of spatial points z;. But, as is well known,
the Lebesgue measure d¢1des...d¢, ... is not well-defined in the continuum limit.
But in practice such problems are routinely evaded, for example, by introducing
periodic boundary conditions and moving to Fourier space, and perhaps adding
a high-frequency cutoff, so as to make the system effectively discrete and fi-
nite. Similar techniques are routinely applied in quantum field theory. Despite
such technical issues with measures we can, for example, calculate the proba-
bility distribution for vacuum field fluctuations in inflationary cosmology and
compare successfully with observation. But the normalisability problem for the
Wheeler-DeWitt equation is much deeper: the very structure of the equation
ensures what is in effect a wavelike propagation in configuration space, so that
attempting to normalise a Wheeler-DeWitt functional ¥[g;;] in superspace is as
misguided as attempting to normalise a Klein-Gordon function (z, t) in space-
time. We might say that ¥[g;,] is not merely ‘technically’ non-normalisable but
‘intrinsically’ so.
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To conclude, the mathematical structure of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation
ensures a wave-like propagation in configuration space, just as if some of the de-
grees of freedom played the role of time in analogy with the Klein-Gordon equa-
tion on spacetime. For this reason solutions of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation
are intrinsically non-normalisable and the naive Schrédinger interpretation fails.
While there is a general consensus in the literature that the naive Schrodinger
interpretation is unworkable, in this paper we suggest that the physical reason
for its failure has not been properly identified. It is often thought, for example,
that it fails because some of the metric degrees of freedom really play the role
of time. As we shall see, from the point of view of pilot-wave theory, the naive
Schrédinger interpretation fails because there is no such thing as quantum equi-
librium or the Born rule in the deep quantum-gravity regime. This observation
will form the starting point for our new approach to the Born rule in quantum
gravity (Section 4).

3.2.3 WKB approach and Schrodinger approximation

One of the most successful and still widely-used approaches to the problem
of time employs the semiclassical WKB method, in which trajectories for an
evolving 3-geometry are associated with a WKB wave functional V.
If we write U = |U|e?® and assume that |¥| varies slowly compared with
S, the Wheeler-DeWitt equation (B9)) implies an approximate time-independent
Hamilton-Jacobi equation
08 08
Gijpi——— —g"/?R=0 53
695 Ogr (53)
for S. In the WKB approach it is assumed that a solution S generates classical
trajectories with a canonical momentum
)
pY = . 54
500 (54)

From (B0) we then have a first-order equation of motion

8;? —ONG 2 4 DN, + D, N, (55)

09k

for the trajectories. If we differentiate (B3) with respect to time, then from
(E3) (together with the momentum constraint ([@Q), which implies two similar
constraints on |¥| and S) it is possible to recover the classical Einstein equations
.

Thus, given a WKB wave functional ¥[g;;], we can define approximately
classical trajectories for the 3-metric and recover an approximately classical
spacetime background. If we include a scalar matter field ¢, we can also recover
an approximate time-dependent Schrédinger equation

200 oo (56)
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for the propagation of ¢ on the classical spacetime background (where H.g is
an effective Hamiltonian). Details are given in Section 3.4. To summarise the
method, we begin with the extended Wheeler-DeWitt equation [@Il) for ¥[g;;, ¢].
We take an approximate solution of the form

Ulgij, 9] = Uwkslgi; V[0, gi5] (57)

where Uwxkp is a WKB solution for the 3-metric alone whose phase Swkp =
ImIn Uywkp satisfies the classical Hamilton-Jacobi equation (53). We can then
use Swkp to generate trajectories for the classical background via (B3). The
wave function (¢, g;;] of the matter field is evaluated along a trajectory g;; =
g5 (t) for the background and so we can define an effective time-dependent
function

In a small time 0t the quantity g will change by

0esr et |
5 e :/d317 51:/d3$ Z(St
(3 5o 9ij 5gijgy

We then have a time derivative

) , 0

where ¢;; is given by (B3).

Similarly, in a minisuperspace model with wave function (¢, o, a), we have a
scale factor a = a(t) for the classical background and an effective time-dependent
wave function

(3 (¢7 g, t) = ¢(¢7 g, a(t))
with time derivative
o .0
ot~ “Ba
where ¢ is found from the minisuperspace analogue of the relation (G3]).

Note the crucial role played by the WKB trajectories for the classical back-
ground. They allow us to define an effective time parameter ¢ (often called
‘WKB time’ [88]) and an effective time-dependent wave functional for a matter
field on the background. The WKB trajectories are in fact de Broglie-Bohm tra-
jectories evaluated in the WKB approximation, and so the above construction
is entirely natural in pilot-wave theory.

3.3 Pilot-wave theory and quantum gravity

We now consider canonical quantum gravity with the Wheeler-DeWitt equation
supplemented by a de Broglie-Bohm trajectory for the 3-geometry [55-58].
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3.3.1 Pilot-wave geometrodynamics
Collecting together the basic general equations, the pilot wave ¥[g;;] obeys the
Wheeler-DeWitt equation H¥ = 0 or
52
— Gijri
5950 gK

—¢"?RU =0 (60)
(subject to the constraint [{@0]) or D; (6¥/dg;;) = 0), while the trajectories g;;(¢)
for the evolving 3-geometry are determined by the de Broglie guidance equation

59ij
ot

= QNGijklﬁ + D;N; + D;N; (61)
Ok

(where S = ImIn¥). As in the WKB approach (61l) can be motivated from

the classical canonical relations (54) and ([B0). However note that here (GI) is

assumed to be valid for any Wheeler-DeWitt wave functional ¥ — even outside

the WKB limit. Note also the (implicitly understood) ambiguity in the ordering

of the kinetic term in (60).

Equations ([@0) and (61)) (with @Q)) are the fundamental laws of pilot-wave
geometrodynamics for pure gravitation. Together they define a dynamics for an
individual system, with no mention of ensembles or probabilities. As in non-
gravitational pilot-wave theory, ¥ is a physical object in configuration space
that guides the motion of an individual system — it has no intrinsic connection
with probability.

If we substitute U = |¥| e into (60) the real part yields a modified Hamilton-
Jacobi equation

5S 68 1/2
Z-- —_— - p— 5 2
GJkl(SQij dgki gl+a=0 (6)

where 52| |
1 |\
Gy ——1
Fik 09ij0gr

is the quantum potential density, while the imaginary part yields the equation

q= (63)

) 08
Gii (1w 2_) =0. 64

The results ([G3)) and (64) follow if we adopt the explicit ordering G ki (6/04:;)(5/dgki)
in (G0) but are modified for other orderings. For example with the alternative
ordering (0/0gi;)Gijki(6/dgxi) the result (64) instead reads

1)
59ij

5S
<|\1/|2Gijkl%) =0. (65)

DeWitt [I] advocated a rule whereby 6/dg;; is understood to give zero when act-
ing on gx; at the same spatial point, in which case the two forms ([64]) and (G5 are
the same. Horiguchi [56] employs the general form ¢=(8/9¢:;)9PGijki(0/dgk1)
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for a fixed parameter p (where p = —1/2 corresponds to a Laplace-Beltrami
operator ordering).

Instead of motivating the guidance equation (61]) from the classical relations
G4) and (@B0), alternatively it can be motivated as the natural velocity field
appearing in (65)), which can be rewritten as

J 290gi; \ _
5gij <|\I/| N > =0 (66)

(for simplicity setting N; = 0). However we must be careful not to over-interpret
([©6). As we shall discuss in Section 3.3.2, some workers integrate (G0l over x and
(mistakenly) regard the result as a physical continuity equation for a probability
density |¥|? [89]. But the static functional |¥|? has pathological properties: as
we saw in Section 3.2.2 it is not integrable and cannot be a physical probability
density.

An important issue concerns the status of the spacetime foliation in the
above dynamics. It seems fair to say that at present this aspect of the theory
is still not fully understood. The arbitrary choice of lapse and shift functions
N and NY, which appear in the guidance equation (6II), should not affect the
overall 4-geometry that is traced out by the time evolution of the 3-metric
(for given initial conditions on a spacelike slice). Otherwise the initial-value
problem would not be well-posed. Shtanov [57] presented an example where
the 4-geometry seemed to depend on N and suggested on this basis that the
dynamics breaks foliation invariance. One possible way to proceed would then
be to impose a specific choice of N as part of the theory But later work
by Pinto-Neto and Santini [90] suggests that the above pilot-wave dynamics of
geometry is well-posed for arbitrary N. The question is addressed by writing
the dynamics as a classical Hamiltonian system with ([32) replaced by

H, = / d*r (NHy + NiHY) (67)

where H, = H + g and ¢ is the quantum potential density (G3). If we in-
clude p¥ = §S/dg;; as an initial condition on the momenta, Hamilton’s equa-
tions then generate the same trajectories as pilot-wave dynamics with the guid-
ance equation p” = §5/dg;; applied at all times. The question is whether the
time evolution of an initial 3-geometry will yield the same 4-geometry for any
choice of N, N*. Classically this question is answered by the following theorem:
Hamilton’s equations, with a Hamiltonian H = [ d3z (NH + N;H*), generate a
unique locally-Lorentzian 4-geometry if and only if H and H* satisfy the Dirac-
Teitelboim algebra [91]. The classical quantities % and H* (appearing in (32)))
satisfy this algebra and so the classical Hamiltonian dynamics indeed generates
a 4-geometry that is independent of N and N®. In contrast, for a system with
Hamiltonian (67), the algebra satisfied by H, and H® is found to be closed for all

13 Alternatively, as we have noted, we might abandon foliation invariance already at the
classical level and obtain a time-dependent Schrédinger equation for Wg;;, t] with a preferred
time parameter t [24] 25 [62].
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U (when evaluated on de Broglie-Bohm trajectories) but modified when ¢ # 0
[90]. Pinto-Neto and Santini conclude that the 4-geometry is again independent
of N and N* but now forms a non-Lorentzian spacetime. On this interpretation
the nonlocality associated with g # 0 breaks local Lorentz invariance for individ-
ual trajectories. A locally-Lorentzian spacetime is obtained only in the classical
limit ¢ — 0 where the nonlocality vanishes. The physical implication appears
to be that, for a given solution ¥ of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation and for a
given initial 3-geometry, there is in effect a preferred foliation of the resulting
spacetime.

Intuitively this is consistent with the ‘Aristotelian’ structure of pilot-wave
dynamics, where de Broglie’s law of motion determines velocity rather than ac-
celeration [92]. For standard systems of fields and particles the pilot wave ¥
determines the canonical momentum for a given configuration. In the case of
gravity the canonical momentum density p¥, expressed by (28), is essentially
equal to the extrinsic curvature tensor K. Thus for a given 3-metric ¥ deter-
mines K%, which describes how the 3-geometry is embedded in spacetime. In
effect the slicing is determined by the 3-geometry and wave functional — just
as the momentum of a particle is determined by its position and wave func-
tion. A preferred foliation for a quantum-gravitational system is also consistent
with a preferred foliation for the limiting case of a field on a classical spacetime
background [19] 24] 25, 03]. On this issue we note, finally, that for quantum
nonequilibrium ensembles of entangled systems, nonlocality can manifest as
statistical nonlocal signalling [23] 27] 28], which arguably requires a physical
preferred foliation of spacetime [94].

In this paper we focus on the question of probability in pilot-wave quantum
gravity. Equations ([G0) and (GI) are assumed to define a pilot-wave dynamics
of 3-geometry for an individual system with wave functional ¥. We can then
consider a theoretical ensemble of such systems, with the same wave functional
U, and with an arbitrary initial probability distribution P[g;;, ¢;] at some initial
time ¢;. Because the 3-metric evolves in time, with a velocity Jg;;/0t given
by (1)), by construction the distribution P[g;;,t] will evolve according to the

continuity equation
OP 1) 09i;
— d? P=21=0.
ot +/ z 5o ( BN ) 0 (68)

The above equations are readily generalised to include matter fields. We
simply take the extended Wheeler-DeWitt equation (Il for ¥[g;;, ¢], the same
guidance equation (GI) for ¢;;(¢), and add the guidance equation (22) for the
matter field trajectory ¢(z,t). For a theoretical ensemble with the same wave
functional U, a general distribution P[g;;, ¢, ] will then evolve by the extended
continuity equation

ap s, 0 (p29i /31 99\ _
at+/dxégij<Pat>+ oo (Por) =0 (69)

A crucial question remains: how do we construct the theory of a quantum
equilibrium ensemble? As we saw in Section 2, for a non-gravitational system
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this is usually straightforward: the continuity equation (7)) for a general distri-
bution p coincides with the continuity equation () for |¢|* (derived from the
time-dependent Schrodinger equation), enabling us to deduce that p = |1/)|2 is
an equilibrium state. As we shall see, for a gravitational system obeying the
Wheeler-DeWitt equation, this reasoning breaks down.

3.3.2 Naive Schrodinger interpretation in pilot-wave theory

Some workers try to interpret |\I/|2 as the equilibrium probability density for
pilot-wave theory with a Wheeler-DeWitt wave functional ¥. Even though |¥|?
is static, individual trajectories depend on time and we might hope to recover
time-dependent probabilities for subsystems. This approach was originally sug-
gested by Vink [55] in the context of a minisuperspace model, and it has re-
cently been advocated in general terms by Diirr and Struyve [89]. However, this
amounts to applying the naive Schrodinger interpretation to pilot-wave quan-
tum gravity. While having time-dependent trajectories adds a novel element,
the essential difficulty of the naive Schrodinger interpretation remains[4

To see the difficulty let us include a matter field ¢, so that ¥[g;;, ¢] obeys the
extended Wheeler-DeWitt equation (@Il), and consider how Diurr and Struyve
attempt to motivate |¥[g;;, ¢]|> as the equilibrium density [89]. Writing ¥ =
|¥| e we find from (I (with an appropriate operator ordering) that [¥[g;;, ¢] E

satisfies 5 5 5 96
o 209ij o 299\ _
590 ("I" ot >+ 50 <|‘I’| 6t> 0 (70)

at each spatial point x. This is not yet a continuity equation. Comparing with
the standard continuity equation for a single particle, which for a static density
(Op/0t = 0) takes the form V - j = 0, equation (70) is analogous to the set of
equations 0, = Oyjy = 0.j. = 0 (one for each degree of freedom). A proper
continuity equation instead takes the form (69) satisfied by a general (time-
dependent) distribution Plg;;, ¢,t]. However, following Diirr and Struyve, such

an equation for [¥|* can be obtained by integrating (Z0) over z. Noting that

|¥|* has no explicit time dependence, 8|¥|* /8t = 0, we can then write what
we shall refer to as a ‘pseudo-continuity equation’

o) 3 25% /3 23(15 _
- +/d e G v [a w22 —o. )

This is now formally the same as the physical continuity equation (G9) satisfied
by P. It might then be thought that we can deduce a quantum equilibrium
state P = |¥|” in the usual way: because P and |¥|? obey the same evolution
equation, if they are equal initially they will be equal later, and so P = |\I!|2

an equilibrium state — just as usual for non-gravitational systems. Indeed Diirr
and Struyve write down the equation ([7I)) (without the vanishing first term) and

MFor completeness we note that Horiguchi [56] tries to implement a form of the Klein-
Gordon interpretation.
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assert on this basis that |\If|2 is a quantum equilibrium measure for the system
[89]. It is claimed further that |¥|* can be employed as a measure of ‘typicality’
for initial configurations of the universe, from which the Born rule for subsys-
tems can be derived] But this is another version of the naive Schrédinger
interpretation, albeit in the context of pilot-wave theory. It fails for the same
reason as before: |\I/|2 is not normalisable and so cannot be used to define an
equilibrium measure. As we saw in Section 3.2.1, and as has been known since
the 1960s, the Wheeler-DeWitt equation has the character of a Klein-Gordon
equation. For this reason trying to normalise a solution ¥[g;;, ¢] with respect to
the gravitational degrees of freedom g;; is mathematically analogous to trying
to normalise a single-particle Klein-Gordon wave function ¢ (x,t) in spacetime.

Diirr and Struyve suggest that the non-normalisability of |¥|* for the Wheeler-
DeWitt equation is analogous to the non-normalisability of |¥|* encountered in
relational theories of dynamics [95] and that it can be handled in the same way.
But the two cases are not analogous. In relational theories ¥ is non-normalisable
because of symmetries associated with unobservable and unphysical (absolute)
structure. As discussed in ref. [95] this can be handled essentially by factoring
out the unobservable structure. A correct analogy might be drawn between
relational theories and quantum gauge theories, where for the latter we need
to factor out an infinite unobservable gauge volume when normalising the rel-
evant wave functional (though there the gauge volume can be rendered finite
by the simple device of putting the field theory on a lattice [96]). But the case
of the Wheeler-DeWitt wave functional is fundamentally different: the non-
normalisability is not caused by unobservable structure but by the wave-like
propagation of ¥ in configuration space (Section 3.2.2).

While the pseudo-continuity equation (7)) is strictly speaking correct, it
disguises the fact that the Wheeler-DeWitt equation implies not just the sin-
gle equation (7)) but the infinity of equations (70 (one per space point z).
Summing the equations ({0) to produce the one equation (71l), in order to give
the appearance that |\If|2 obeys a standard continuity equation, is analogous to
summing the equations 0,j, = 0yj, = 0.j. = 0 for a single particle to pro-
duce V - j = 0. The result is mathematically correct but physically misleading.
If [W]? really did behave like a conventional density, as suggested by equation
([T, we would expect it to be normalisable. But in fact the Klein-Gordon-like
structure of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation shows that |\If|2 evidently cannot be
normalised and is not a physical density. Thus we should beware of artificial
attempts to make |\I!|2 take on the appearance of a conventional density, when
in fact it is a different kind of object. As numerous authors have pointed out,
the naive Schrédinger interpretation is physically misguided, and this remains
true in pilot-wave theory.

It will be argued below that there is no concept of quantum equilibrium in
the deep quantum-gravity regime, and that this is the physical significance of
the non-normalisability of the Wheeler-DeWitt wave functional . To interpret

15This mimics the general approach to the Born rule advocated by the Bohmian mechanics
school of de Broglie-Bohm theory (noted at the end of Section 2.1).
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|\I!|2 as a Born-rule probability measure (or typicality measure) is a category
mistake. At the fundamental level there is no Born rule. The Born rule can
emerge only in the Schrédinger approximation (Section 4.3).

3.4 Schrodinger approximation for a matter field

It will be useful to consider carefully how the Schrodinger approximation, with
a time-dependent effective wave function, arises from the underlying quantum-
gravitational formalism.

3.4.1 Semiclassical expansion of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation

To convey the general method we first outline the original treatment given by
Kiefer and Singh [68]. We consider quantum gravity in the presence of a scalar
field ¢. The extended Wheeler-DeWitt equation [Il) for ¥[g;;, @] is solved by
successive approximation, by means of a semiclassical expansion in powers of a
parameter p = ¢?/327G (dimensionally a mass per length),

\I!:expi(uSo—l—Sl-i-u_lSz—f----) ) (72)

where the terms in the round brackets are generally complex. The expansion
([2) is inserted into the left-hand side of [{Il), terms of the same order in p are
collected and the sum is set equal to zero.

The highest order that appears is p2, for which it is found that

<%—5;)>2 =0. (73)

Thus Sy = So[gi;] depends only on g;;. The function Sy is associated with a
classical spacetime background which does not depend on the matter field (or
matter-field perturbations) propagating on it.
At order i we obtain a classical Hamilton-Jacobi equation
050 050

Gijhi—— — g"*?R=0.. 74
Jkl5gz‘j dgki g (74)

As we have noted this is equivalent to the vacuum Einstein equations. A real-
istic model would include a matter term in ([74), but for present purposes ([74])
describes a classical spacetime background on which quantum perturbations
propagate.

At order u° we obtain an equation for S;:

§So 88, i 528, 1 (551>2 i 628,
Gijhi 2 = — G — ([ 22) ———"ZLyu=0, (75
Mg o 2 M 5gi0gm 2,/g \ d¢ 2,/ 6¢* ! (75)
where .
u=5v99"0i90;6 + VgV(9) - (76)
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This can be written as an effective time-dependent Schriodinger equation for
a matter wave functional 1(®) (¢, gij,t], which we may write more simply as
»(0[¢,t] and which describes the quantum evolution of ¢ on a classical back-
ground with metric g;; (where the background is determined by (74))).

This is accomplished by using the trajectories of the classical background to
define an effective time parameter ¢ by means of the relation

9] 3 oSy o

The factor 2NG,j,1650/gk1 coincides with the WKB (or de Broglie) velocity
gij generated by Sy (with N; = 0). Thus this definition is the same as the WKB
time defined above in equation (B9). Here ¢ parameterises integral curves of the
de Broglie velocity field associated with the classical background. If we then
define

$© = D[gy;] exp(iS1) (78)
where D is chosen so as to satisfy the condition
0Sy 6D 1 5280
iikl——=—— — =Giipi——=——D =0, 79
I 09ij Ogrr 2 an 0gi;00n (79)
it is found that ©
iagt = / Bz Hyp©® (80)

(of the general form advertised in ([B])). This equation describes a quantum field
¢ evolving on a classical spacetime background, where (%) [@,t] is the zeroth-
order or uncorrected wave functional.

Note that, to this order, ¥ does indeed take the WKB form (&7) with

exp (1M Sp) (81)

1
Ywikslgi;] = Digi]
ij

and 9[¢, gi;] = v (¢, 1].

3.4.2 Semiclassical expansion of the de Broglie velocity

We have just reviewed the semiclassical reduction of the extended Wheeler-
DeWitt equation {I]) for ¥[g;;, ¢| to an effective time-dependent Schrédinger
equation (8Q) for ¥(@[¢,t]. In pilot-wave theory we must also consider the
de Broglie guidance equations. If the metric g;; is coupled to a scalar matter
field ¢, then as well as the guidance equation (61l for g;; we also have the
guidance equation ([22)) for ¢. We must consider what happens to (22)) under
the semiclassical reduction, and in particular how the field velocity (;5 is related
to the effective wave functional ()¢, 1].

Note that the presence of a de Broglie trajectory ¢(t) = (g4 (t), ¢(¢t)) for the
combined metric-plus-field system does not affect the equations for the guid-
ing wave functional ¥[g;;, #]. Thus the semiclassical reduction of the Wheeler-
DeWitt equation proceeds exactly as before (though arguably our understanding
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of WKB time is improved by the explicit presence of a de Broglie-Bohm trajec-
tory). The question is only what form the guidance equation [22]) for ¢ takes
after performing the semiclassical expansion (72)) of ¥[g;;, ¢].

Inserting the expansion (72)) into the guidance equation ([22) we find

o _N 9

ot \Jgéo
(where S = ImIn ¥ and Im(iz) = Rez). From (73) we know that Sy does not
depend on ¢ and so the first term in (82]) vanishes. Thus we have

(/LRGS@‘FRGSl +,LL71 R6S2+) (82)

d¢p N 0
ot /g oo
From equation (3) it is clear that S is generally complex. Furthermore, in
([@8) we have defined a zeroth-order wave function (%) = D exp(iS;), where D
satisfies the condition ({9) and can be chosen to be real. Thus Re.S; is equal

to the phase of /(9 — that is, Re Sy = ImIn (9. If we keep only the first term
in (83]), to lowest order we then have the usual de Broglie velocity,

200\ N & _ NS (0)

generated in the usual way by 1(°). To lowest order the de Broglie velocity for
the matter field is unchanged.

(ReS1+p 'ReS2+...) . (83)

3.4.3 The problem of the Born rule

Given the effective Schrédinger equation (80) for the wave function ¥(©) of the
matter field ¢, writing ¢(©) = W(o)’ ¢S5 we can readily show that ’w(o)’2
satisfies a continuity equation
2|y 5 2 N §S©
Al —I—/d3x 2 ’1/;(0) - =0. (85)
ot ¢ NI

’ 2

is conserved in time. In stan-
’2

This implies that the squared-norm [ D¢ ’1/1(0)

dard quantum mechanics we might then simply assume that ’1/1(0) represents
a physical probability density for the field ¢ propagating on the classical back-
ground. But it would be more satisfactory if we could derive this interpretation
from first principles starting from the underlying quantum-gravitational descrip-
tion.

If we begin with the Wheeler-DeWitt wave functional ¥[g;;, ¢], it may seem

natural to interpret |1/)(0) |2 as a conditional probability density derived from an

underlying joint density |¥[g;;, ¢]|*> — where the probability for ¢ is conditional
on the metric coinciding with the classical background. Recalling the standard
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conditional probability formula p(A | B) = p(AN B)/p(B) for events A and B,
we might consider the conditional probability (at a given time t)

p(¢ € DN gi; € Dgiy)

p(¢ € Do | gij € Dygij) =
( | 9i i) p(gi5 € Dgij)

(86)

to find ¢ in the interval D¢ given that g;; lies in the interval Dg;;, where for
given g;; we can define a density p[¢, t] by

pl¢,t|D¢ = p(¢ € Do | gij € Dgij) - (87)
If we write down the formal expressions
p(¢ € D$ N gi; € Dgij) = []gs;, ¢l|* Do Dy (88)
and
plass € Daiy) = ( [ 19161 Do ) D (50)
we find
|]g, 8]

[0, = . (90)
’ (J1lgis- ¢)F° Do)

If we take the WKB approximation ¥[g;;, ¢] ~ Uwks|gi;]1(?)[¢, t] we then have
2
1,1 ~ |00, 4] (91)

(assuming that 1(*) is normalised).

It may then appear that we have succeeded in deriving the Born rule p(®) =
‘w(o) ‘2 for the effective Schrodinger regime from an underlying Born-rule den-
sity |U[gij, ¢]|* for the joint Wheeler-DeWitt system. Unfortunately, however,
the derivation rests on treating |¥[g;;, (;5]|2 as if it were a well-defined physical
probability density, which as we saw in Section 3.2.2 is impossible, reflecting
the well-known and long-standing difficulties with the naive Schrédinger inter-
pretation. The Wheeler-DeWitt wave functional ¥[g;;, ¢] is intrinsically non-
normalisable and the quantity |¥[g;;, ¢]|2 cannot be interpreted as a physical
probability density. Therefore the above derivation of the effective Born rule
pl0 = ‘7,/1(0)‘2 is in fact without foundation. Even if the resulting conditional
probability p is normalisable, it makes no physical sense to derive it from a
parent density |\If|2 which is not a physical probability.

In pilot-wave theory we can go a little further. The velocity field appearing
in the continuity equation (83 for ‘1/1(0) ‘2 coincides with the de Broglie velocity
@B4) for ¢ obtained from the Wheeler-DeWitt equation. We can then readily
show that ’w(o) ’2 is a state of quantum equilibrium. A general distribution p(©)
will by construction satisfy

ap(o) 3 5 (0) N 65(0) -
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This takes the same form as (85]). If p© and ‘1/1(0) ‘2 happen to be equal at some
initial time then they will necessarily remain equal at later times. Thus we have
an equilibrium state p(®) = |z/1(0)|2. But a basic question still remains. We
have a well-defined Born rule and equilibrium state in the effective Schrédinger
regime, but this can only be an emergent approximation. What happens to the
Born rule and to the concept of quantum equilibrium at the underlying level of
the Wheeler-DeWitt equation? The quantity |¥[g;, (;5]|2 cannot be a physical
density and there are no other obvious candidates for a general Born rule in
the quantum-gravity regime. There is then a logical gap: we appear to have a
well-defined Born rule at the emergent level but not at the fundamental level.

To make sense of this, we must reconsider the nature of probability in quan-
tum gravity from first principles. We shall see that, if we are careful to follow
the internal logic of pilot-wave theory, the problem resolves itself naturally and
simply.

4 New approach to the Born rule in quantum
gravity

In this paper we propose a new approach to the Born rule in quantum grav-
ity. We begin by accepting that the time-independent and non-normalisable
Wheeler-DeWitt wave functional U is a different kind of thing from the time-
dependent and normalisable Schrodinger wave functions 1 that we are used to
from non-gravitational physics. In particular we take the non-normalisability
of ¥ as an indication that |\If|2 can never be equal to a physical probability
density P. To make sense of this, we will consider the pilot-wave theory of the
Wheeler-DeWitt equation on its own terms, without making any undue assump-
tions taken from standard quantum theory. We find that there is no physical
equilibrium or Born-rule state in the deep quantum-gravity regime. Further-
more this implies the presence of quantum nonequilibrium at the beginning of
the emergent semiclassical regime. Quantum gravity naturally creates an early
nonequilibrium universe. Once the Schrodinger approximation is established,
quantum relaxation to the Born rule can take place in the usual way. Funda-
mentally, however, the physics of the deep quantum-gravity regime undermines
the Born rule as we know it, rendering it unstable.

4.1 Absence of an equilibrium state in the deep quantum-
gravity regime

The starting point for our new approach is to recognise that the non-integrable
. 2 . . o1 .
quantity |¥|” is not and cannot be a physical Born-rule probability density
P. As we saw in Section 3.2.2, ¥ is intrinsically non-normalisable and for a
deep reason: the Wheeler-DeWitt equation has the character of a Klein-Gordon
equation. This problem cannot be eliminated by a standard device such as
discretising the system. Instead the problem suggests that something is deeply
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wrong with our interpretation of the formalism. In our view the failure of the
naive Schrédinger interpretation shows that ¥ is not an ordinary wave function.
If we accept this starting point we nevertheless need to discuss probabilities for
ensembles — and somehow recover an effective Born rule for systems propagating
on a classical spacetime background. By carefully following the internal logical
of pilot-wave theory, this turns out to be straightforward.

We begin with the deterministic pilot-wave dynamics of an individual grav-
itational system with wave functional Ug;;, ¢], where W[g,;, ¢] satisfies the ex-
tended Wheeler-DeWitt equation (4I]). Each gravitational system has a trajec-
tory determined by the de Broglie guidance equations (6I]) and ([22)) for ¢;; and
¢ respectively. The wave functional ¥[g;;, #] acts as a ‘pilot wave’ on configura-
tion space guiding the motion of the system. The question is how to relate this
dynamics to ensembles and how to recover an effective Born rule in some limit.

Let us consider a theoretical ensemble of similar systems each guided by
the same wave functional U[g;;,¢]. At time ¢ each element of the ensemble
has an evolving configuration ¢(t) = (g4j(z,t), ¢(x,t)). Over the ensemble we
will then have an evolving distribution P[g;;, ¢, t] of configurations. As usual in
pilot-wave theory, at an initial time ¢;, the initial distribution P[g;;, ¢,t;] is in
principle arbitrary. By definition, of course, P is a physical probability density
and must be normalisable,

| [ povo Plg.o =1 (93)

at all times t. There are the usual technical issues concerning the rigorous defi-
nition of the measure DgD¢. These might be avoided by some form of discreti-
sation; in any case we leave them aside and focus on the conceptual questions.
Each configuration ¢(t) = (gi;(x,t), #(x,t)) evolves with the velocities (1)) and
(22). It follows that P[g;;, ¢,] evolves in time according to the continuity equa-
tion ([@3). In this way pilot-wave dynamics defines the time evolution of an
arbitrary ensemble of gravitational systems.

As we saw in Section 3.3.2, |¥g;, ¢]|* formally satisfies the same continuity
equation (7I). However |¥[g;,¢]|* is non-integrable and cannot count as a
physical density.

Now we have seen that, in non-gravitational pilot-wave theory, the initial
density p(q,t;) need not be equal to the initial equilibrium density |¢(q, ti)|2.
The Born rule p(q,t) = |1(¢,t)|* can nevertheless emerge at later times ¢ by a
process of quantum relaxation (Section 2.1). Here we argue that, for gravita-
tional systems in the deep quantum-gravity regime, we must go a step further:
the density Plgij, ¢,t] can never be equal to |¥[gi;, ¢]|°, neither at the initial
time nor subsequently. In other words, in quantum gravity there is no such thing
as ‘quantum equilibrium’. By definition P[g;;, ¢, t] is a physical probability den-
sity which (subject to some mathematical caveats) can be normalised. In con-
trast, the failure of the naive Schrédinger interpretation shows that |¥[g;, IR
cannot be a physical probability density. Therefore we must have

Plgij, ¢:t] # |W[gis, 6]I” (94)
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at all times. The two quantities Plg;;, ¢,t] and |W[g,;, ¢]|* are different kinds
of physical things. The left-hand side of ([@4) can and must be normalised, the
right-hand side can never be. Hence they cannot be equal, neither initially nor
subsequently.

At this point it might be asked what determines the initial P. This question
has already been addressed at length in non-gravitational pilot-wave theory and
the same principles apply here. The initial P is not fixed by any law; it is
instead to be determined empirically, or at least constrained as far as possible
by observation, as is generally the case for initial conditions in physics. In short,
P is in principle arbitrary and in practice empirically constrained [30].

In non-gravitational pilot-wave theory we have the analogue ([I0) of Liou-
ville’s theorem together with the analogue ([I3]) of the coarse-graining H-theorem
[22]. If we write

Plgij, ,t] = |W[gsj, d)|” flgis, 6, 1] (95)

the result (IQ) still applies because P and |¥|* obey the same continuity equa-
tions ((69) and ([{I))). If we define a fine-grained H-function

1) = [ [ DoDo P(r/|vP) (96)

we again have dH/dt = 0. Furthermore, if we assume that P and |\I!|2 have no
initial fine-grained structure, then even though |\If|2 is non-normalisable we can
still show that the coarse-grained H-function

H(t) = / / DyDé Pn(P/ [T (97)

obeys the H-theorem (I3]) (since none of the steps in ref. [22] depend on the
normalisability of |¥|*). It might then be thought that quantum relaxation,
P — |\I/|2, could still take place on a coarse-grained level. However, when
¥ is non-normalisable, the H-function has no lower bound and any physical
distribution P will always be infinitely far away from ‘equilibrium’ (as defined
by the minimum value of H).

To see this consider a general system with H-function () for which

[ o= (99)

is finite but arbitrarily large (while of course [dg p = 1). Normally we have
N =1, in which case H is bounded below by zero. This follows from the general
inequality x In(z/y) > x — y (with equality if and only if z = y). Putting x = p
and y = [¢|> we have H > [dq (p — [¢[*) = 0 (with H = 0 if and only if
p = |w|2). Thus H = 0 normally corresponds to equilibrium. However, for
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general N, the H-function is bounded below by —1In N. To see this write

H = / dq (p(o/ 1) — o+ 1 /) (99)

=—In HL— 2 .
- 1N+/ﬁqQﬂ<qw”N) p+W|M§ (100)

Using zIn(z/y) — 4+ y > 0 with = = p and y = [¢|* /N we have
H>-InN, (101)

with H = —In N if and only if p = & [ Clearly, as N — oo there is no lower
bound on H and so there is no physical equilibrium state. The coarse-grained
function H(t) could continue to decrease indefinitely, without ever reaching a
minimum and hence without ever reaching equilibrium. Note that if the initial
nonequilibrium distribution p is localised in some finite region R of configuration
space, the initial H-function H = [, dg pIn(p/ [1*) will have a finite value. As
p evolves the coarse-grained function H(t) will remain finite and in this sense the
system forever remains infinitely far away from the ‘equilibrium’ state H = —ooc.

It would be instructive to explore quantum relaxation numerically for such
systems. This could be done for a minisuperspace model of quantum cosmology,
for which the Wheeler-DeWitt equation has the usual Klein-Gordon-like struc-
ture and the wave function ¢ is intrinsically non-normalisable. (For an example
of such a model see Section 7.4.) Given the analogy with a Klein-Gordon wave
function on spacetime, we may expect that p will continue to spread out indefi-
nitely over its unbounded domain. In principle we might obtain some degree of
relaxation in a limited region of configuration space, but even then the system
will necessarily remain infinitely far from equilibrium overall. We leave such
numerical studies for future work [97]. In any case the conclusion is clear: there
can be no proper quantum relaxation for a system with a non-normalisable wave
function.

We conclude that, in all circumstances, there is no physical Born rule at the
fundamental level of quantum gravity: P can never be equal to |¥|*>. We might
say that the deep quantum-gravity regime is necessarily and perpetually in a
state of quantum nonequilibrium. It would be more precise, however, to say
that in this regime there is no physical state of quantum equilibrium.

If we accept this reasoning, it might appear that we now have no hope of
ever recovering the Born rule even in the limit appropriate to ordinary quantum
physics on a classical spacetime background. However, if we follow the internal
logic of pilot-wave theory, we find that in fact the relevant physics can be re-
covered. But first we need to consider how probabilities emerge for systems on
a classical spacetime background.
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4.2 Early quantum nonequilibrium as a consequence of
quantum gravity

Let us consider what we can expect to find as the early universe emerges from the
deep quantum-gravity regime and enters the approximate Schrédinger regime.
In particular, we would like to know the probability distribution for a quantum
matter field ¢ evolving on a classical spacetime background at the beginning of
the Schrodinger regime.

We already have the tools required to address this question. At the funda-
mental level we have the timeless Wheeler-DeWitt equation ({I]) for the wave
functional ¥[g,;,¢]. As we saw in Section 3.4.1, in an appropriate limit we
recover the approximate time-dependent Schrodinger equation ([80) with an ef-
fective wave functional 1(°)[¢, ] for ¢ on the classical background. In addition
the fundamental de Broglie equation of motion (22) for the trajectory ¢(z,t) re-
duces to the effective equation ([84]) with the field velocity 9¢/0t determined by
) in the usual way. The effective Schrédinger equation (B0} is just the usual
functional Schrodinger equation for a free scalar field on a curved spacetime
background. If we allow ourselves to employ the usual regularisation methods
— for example some form of discretisation, or dimensional regularisation [76] —
then the emergent wave function ¥(9) is normalisable as well as time-dependent.
In standard quantum mechanics this might seem sufficient to obtain the Born
rule. But in pilot-wave theory so far all we have done is recover an approximate
pilot-wave dynamics for an individual field system. To speak of probabilities,
we must consider ensembles.

Consider, then, a theoretical ensemble of matter fields ¢ with the same ef-
fective wave functional ¥(9[¢,t]. The ensemble will have some distribution
p9[p,t]. Before considering how the distribution evolves in time, let us first
focus on its ‘initial’ value p(®[¢,t;] — defined at some time ¢; when the system
has just emerged from the deep quantum-gravity regime and entered the ap-
proximate Schrodinger regime. What do we expect to find? In Section 3.4.3
we noted the difficulty of trying to derive p(®[¢,t;] as a conditional probability
from an underlying non-normalisable distribution |¥{g;;, ¢]|2. According to our
new approach there is no such physical distribution. But we can still consider
a theoretical ensemble of systems with the same wave functional U[g;;, ¢]. As
we have argued, such an ensemble will have an arbitrary initial distribution
Plgij, ¢, t;] which must be constrained empirically. The effective distribution
p© [@,t;] for the matter field can then be derived, as a conditional probability,
not from |¥[g;;, ¢]|2 but from P[g;;, ¢, t;] (with the probability for ¢ being con-
ditional on the metric coinciding with the classical background). Following steps
similar to those in Section 3.4.3, but with |¥[g;;, ¢]|* replaced by Plgi;, ¢, t:],

we find
P[gl_]a (ba tz] .

Note that on the right-hand side it is understood that we have inserted the
known value of g;;. The resulting conditional distribution p© [@,t;] is of course

POlonti = ¢ (102)
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normalised by construction.

Now, as we have noted, P[g;;, ¢, ;] is arbitrary and can only be constrained
empirically. It follows from ([I0Z) that p(®)[¢,t;] is also arbitrary and can only
be constrained empirically. Furthermore, because of the fundamental nonequi-
librium condition (@4)) of the deep quantum-gravity regime, in general we will

have
2

PO, t] # [0 st (103)

(except for the special case where Plgi;, ¢,t;] = II[gs;] |1® [¢,ti]’2 for some
II[g;;]). Thus, as we enter the Schrédinger regime, the matter-field system can
be expected to be in a state of quantum nonequilibrium.

In effect we have derived the general hypothesis of primordial quantum
nonequilibrium (03] — for matter fields in the early Schrédinger regime — as a
consequence of quantum gravity. This might seem like a failure, as we have yet

to recover the Born rule. However, in reasonable circumstances, after the initial
2
time t; we can expect the effective density p(?)[¢, t] to relax towards |/ [g, ]|

(on a coarse-grained level), simply as a consequence of the dynamics. Thus we
do not derive the Born rule at early times (at the beginning of the Schrédinger
regime). On the contrary, we derive nonequilibrium at early times. The Born
rule emerges only later, via the by-now much-studied process of quantum relax-
ation.

4.3 Quantum relaxation in the Schrodinger approxima-
tion

To see how the Born rule emerges by quantum relaxation, let us look again at the
effective equations (B0) and (84) for the pilot-wave dynamics of the matter field
¢ on a classical background spacetime. For an ensemble of similar systems, with
the same effective wave function (9, at an early ‘initial’ time t; we will have
(as argued above) an arbitrary nonequilibrium distribution (I03]). Subsequently
the distribution p(©) [¢,t] will, by construction, evolve in time according to the
continuity equation

ot Yo) ot

where the velocity 0¢/0t is given by (84]). This is the same continuity equation

that is satisfied by |49 [g, ] |2 (as derived from the Schrodinger equation (80)).
We can then define an H-function

H(t):/D¢ 01 (p<o>/w<0>’2) , (105)

(0)
i +/d3x 9 (Mm%) —0, (104)

This will have the usual properties. Because p(®) and ’w(o)’2 satisfy the same
continuity equation the exact or fine-grained value of H(t) will be conserved

in time. If we assume that p(®) and }1/1(0)}2 have no fine-grained structure at
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the initial time ¢;, we obtain the coarse-graining H-theorem (I[3)). As usual

H(t) is bounded below by zero and is equal to zero if and only if p(®) = |4(©) |2
everywhere.

For field theory it is more convenient to discuss quantum relaxation in terms
of modes in Fourier space [36] 45| [46]. For a scalar field on an expanding homo-
geneous background with scale factor a(t), each field mode is mathematically
equivalent to a two-dimensional oscillator with mass m = a3 and angular fre-
quency w = k/a. Extensive numerical simulations have shown that relaxation
occurs efficiently at sub-Hubble wavelengths (a\ < H~!) and is slowed or sup-
pressed at super-Hubble wavelengths (aX > H~') [46], 47, [49]. In this way, at
least at the short wavelengths relevant to laboratory physics, we recover the
Born rule as a consequence of quantum relaxation.

We emphasise that, according to this reasoning, efficient quantum relaxation
emerges only in the Schrodinger regime. It is only in this regime that a physical
state of quantum equilibrium exists at all.

It is worth noting that this new approach definitively resolves a controversy
about the origin of the Born rule in pilot-wave theory, which we mentioned at the
end of Section 2.1. The argument for a dynamical origin remains valid, and is in
fact strengthened by the observation that we will generally find nonequilibrium
as we emerge from the deep quantum-gravity regime, with quantum relaxation
to the Born rule taking place only afterwards. In contrast, the argument from
typicality given by the Bohmian mechanics school — even in its usual circular
form — can no longer even be formulated: there is no physical typicality measure
|¥|* for a universe governed by quantum gravity.

4.4 Gravitational instability of the Born rule

We have argued that, at the fundamental level of quantum gravity, there is no
Born rule and no such thing as a state of quantum equilibrium. Furthermore, as
the very early universe emerges from the deep quantum-gravity regime, it will
be in a state of quantum nonequilibrium as defined in the emergent Schrédinger
approximation. And finally, once the Schrédinger approximation is established,
quantum relaxation to the Born rule can take place in the usual way. We are
then able to explain why we observe the Born rule today, even though (accord-
ing to our interpretation) there is no such rule in the fundamental quantum-
gravitational theory. A natural question then arises: once quantum equilibrium
is reached, can subsequent gravitational effects drive a system away from quan-
tum equilibrium? In other words, might quantum gravity render the Born rule
unstable?

Consider, for example, a bouncing cosmology [98]. On some scenarios there
is a pre-big-bang phase during which the universe is macroscopic, contracting,
and behaving essentially classically. As the universe contracts it eventually ap-
proaches a phase in which quantum effects become important, resulting in a
‘bounce’” with conventional big-bang cosmology emerging on the other side as
the universe expands. During the bounce quantum-gravitational effects could
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be important, in which case the following scenario could arise [65]. During the
contracting phase we have an effective Schrodinger approximation with matter
fields obeying equations of the form (B0U) and (84). If the contracting phase has
lasted a long time, we can reasonably expect the matter fields to have reached
quantum equilibrium. As we approach the bounce, then, the Born rule should
hold. However, once we are sufficiently close to the bounce the Schrédinger
approximation may break down and we could enter the deep quantum-gravity
regime. During that phase there will be no Born rule and no state of quan-
tum equilibrium. We may then reasonably expect that, as we emerge from
the bounce and back into a Schrodinger regime, the matter fields will be in a
state of quantum monequilibrium. Thus quantum-gravitational effects during a
cosmological bounce might render the Born rule unstable.

We can envisage similar effects involving black holes. During the contracting
phase of gravitational collapse there is a fairly well-understood regime described
by quantum field theory on a classical spacetime background. In this regime the
Born rule is usually assumed. But according to classical general relativity, the
formation of a black hole entails the formation of a classical spacetime singu-
larity, where it is expected that quantum-gravitational effects will be important
(possibly preventing the formation of a true singularity). Close to the singular-
ity we can then expect to find a breakdown of the Born rule and of the very
idea of quantum equilibrium. The semiclassical mechanism discussed in refs.
[36, 53}, [54] could then come into play. This mechanism depends on the well-
known entanglement between ingoing and outgoing field modes in the natural
vacuum state (for quantised fields propagating on the background spacetime)
[99]. In pilot-wave theory entanglement can provide a channel whereby infor-
mation can propagate nonlocally [23]. Such effects are erased in equilibrium
but could be relevant if nonequilibrium already exists for internal degrees of
freedom behind the horizon. If the ingoing field modes interact (locally) with
internal nonequilibrium degrees of freedom, then according to pilot-wave the-
ory the outgoing field modes will evolve away from quantum equilibrium. In
effect, entanglement enables the nonlocal propagation of quantum nonequilib-
rium from the interior to the exterior [53], as has been confirmed analytically
and numerically for a simple field-theoretical model [54]. We then have a mech-
anism whereby information can escape from behind the classical event horizon —
provided the black hole contains nonequilibrium degrees of freedom, presumably
because of quantum-gravitational effects near the singularity.

We may also mention the possible phenomenon of quantum tunnelling from
a black hole to a white hole, which has been argued to be induced by quantum-
gravitational effects [I00]. As in a bouncing cosmology, we might expect some
degree of quantum nonequilibrium to be generated during the black-to-white
transition or bounce.

Finally, we may consider a more immediately tractable scenario, which will
be developed in detail in the rest of this paper. We have argued that in the deep
quantum-gravity regime there is no state of quantum equilibrium and that such
a state emerges only in the Schrodinger approximation. This raises the question
of what might happen in an intermediate regime with quantum-gravitational
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corrections to the Schrodinger approximation. It seems reasonable to expect
that such corrections could generate a small instability of the Born rule, whereby
quantum nonequilibrium can be generated from a prior equilibrium state. We
shall now show that this last expectation is in fact justified.

5 Gravitational corrections to the Schrodinger
approximation

In this section we discuss quantum-gravitational corrections to the Schrodinger
approximation. These take the form of small corrections to the effective Hamil-
tonian. The corrections arise from higher-order terms in the semiclassical ex-
pansion ([2)) of the Wheeler-DeWitt wave functional. Such corrections were
first derived by Kiefer and Singh [68]. Similar results have been derived for
quantum-cosmological models and have been applied extensively to inflationary
cosmology [69-71]. Remarkably, the quantum-gravitational corrections to the
effective Hamiltonian consist of both Hermitian and non-Hermitian terms. In
standard quantum mechanics it is difficult to interpret the non-Hermitian terms
as they appear to violate the conservation of probability. For this reason the
non-Hermitian terms are usually ignored or dropped by fiat. However, as we
shall see in Section 6, such terms have a clear interpretation in pilot-wave the-
ory: in their presence probability is still conserved but the Born rule becomes
unstable.

5.1 Corrections to the effective Schrodinger equation

Following ref. [68] we continue the analysis of Section 3.4.1 and consider higher
orders in the semiclassical expansion ([72)) of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation for
U(g;j, ¢]. At order ! Kiefer and Singh obtain an equation for Sa:

659 05y 1 651 081 i 525 1 65165, i 629,
Gzykl5 S0t Gikig — SGij Tt =<5 = =
9ij Ogn 5gij Ogrt 2 09ij0gKt /9 0¢ O¢  2./g 6

(106)

Using (Z8) to write S; in terms of ¢(9), and writing
Sy = 02(gi;] + (9, gi5] (107)
where o5 is chosen to satisfy the condition

550 50’2 1 0D 6D 1 52
1 o Y1 1 == 3 1
@i M 59 591] 591@! D2 Gi M g 59 ij 59/@! + G I G109k 691369}% 0 ( 08)

the corrected matter wave functional

M = exp(in/u) (109)

is found to obey a corrected Schrodinger equation
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where the convenient shorthand
) 0S5y 0
— =2Gip———— 111
or o 5gij dgki ( )

denotes a many-fingered time derivative. Equation ([I0) is the main result of
ref. [68][19

Thus we have

.81/)(1) . 3 > > oy (1)
i _/d 2 (7—[¢+7-[a+z7-lb)1/1 , (112)
where L1
= ———H2 113
and

~ 19 7:[¢
=—— [ — 114
= 55 (\/§R> (114)
are both Hermitian operators.
At this order the total effective Hamiltonian takes the form

H=H,+H,+iH,, (115)

where

gd):/dsx A, ga:/dsx A, . ﬁb:/d%’;':[b (116)

are Hermitian operators. The Hamiltonian has a Hermitian correction H, to-
gether with a non-Hermitian correction iHy.

Similar corrections have been derived and discussed for minisuperspace mod-
els of quantum cosmology [69-71]. As in the above discussion, it is found that
the effective wave function of the matter field ¢ obeys a Schrodinger-like equa-
tion with a corrected Hamiltonian of the form (II5)), where again Hy is the field
(or ‘matter’) Hamiltonian, the first gravitational correction H, is Hermitian,
while the second gravitational correction iH, is non-Hermitian. Several studies
have included the term H, in models of inflationary cosmology and have cal-
culated its effect on the primordial power spectrum [69-71]. It is found that
H, generates a correction to the spectrum at large scales, which is however
too small to be observable. In these studies the unitarity-violating term iH, is
neglected (see Section 9.3).

16 As noted by Kiefer and Singh the correction terms in (II0) turn out to be independent
of the factor ordering chosen in the gravitational part of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation.
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The approximate ratio of the non-Hermitian correction iH, to the Hermitian
correction H, can be easily estimated for an expanding cosmological background
with scale factor a. The ratio is, schematically, of order

GdA, 4 dA, H )

H? dt H? da E

] @

where H = a/a is the Hubble parameter and E is a typical energy scale for the
matter field [68]. This ratio is exceedingly small during the late cosmological era,
but it might be large in the very early universe where H can be large for small
t (for example H = 1/2t for a radiation-dominated expansion with a o t/2).
As we shall see in Section 11, the non-Hermitian term can be large in the final
stages of black-hole evaporation.

5.2 Origin and status of non-Hermitian corrections

The origin of the non-Hermitian or unitarity-violating correction iH, may be
understood as follows. The full Wheeler-DeWitt equation implies the conser-
vation of a Klein-Gordon-like current and not of a Schrodinger-like current (as
discussed in Section 3.2.1) [I]. Expanding the Klein-Gordon-like continuity
equation implies a Schrodinger-like continuity equation that is modified by small
gravitational corrections in such a way that the usual Schrodinger norm is no
longer conserved (% J D¢ *p # 0) [10I]. Thus mathematically the appear-

ance of the non-Hermitian correction iH, is readily understandable. Even so,
its physical status has been disputed, because in its presence the standard prob-
abilistic interpretation of quantum mechanics breaks down. However, as we will
see in Section 6, in pilot-wave theory a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian does not
generate any inconsistency: probability is still fully conserved but the Born rule
is no longer stable.

We have seen that, in pilot-wave quantum gravity, there is no physical Born-
rule state in the deep quantum-gravity regime, and the Born rule emerges only
in a semiclassical Schrodinger approximation. It then seems unsurprising to find
that quantum-gravitational corrections to the Schrodinger equation can yield an
intermediate regime in which the Born rule suffers a small instability. In fact
it would be reasonable to expect such a regime on general physical grounds.
Thus in pilot-wave theory there seems to be no reason to be alarmed by the
appearance of small non-Hermitian corrections in the effective Hamiltonian.

From the viewpoint of standard quantum mechanics, however, the non-
Hermitian terms appear unphysical and might be regarded as artifacts. Similar
terms are found if one carries out an analogous approximation scheme in scalar
QED: one may derive an approximate Schrodinger equation for a charged scalar
field in a background electromagnetic field, and corrections to that equation
contain similar non-Hermitian terms [68]. But the analogy with scalar QED
is misleading. In the latter theory there is a conserved Schrédinger-like cur-
rent in the full configuration space, and so at the fundamental level there is
a well-defined Born rule from which one may derive a marginal or conditional
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distribution for the matter field. In contrast, in the gravitational case there
is no underlying conserved Schrodinger current. On the contrary, the Wheeler-
DeWitt equation possesses a conserved Klein-Gordon-like current whose density
is not positive-definite. There appears to be no well-defined Born-rule distri-
bution at the fundamental level, and therefore it is no longer obvious that a
small violation of unitarity in the emergent Schrédinger regime is necessarily a
mathematical artifact.

Some authors working with standard quantum mechanics have proposed to
remove the non-Hermitian terms by an appropriate redefinition of the effective
wave function. To see the general method, consider a Schrodinger equation
i /ot = flw with Hamiltonian H = Ho+ AH, where the correction term AH
may or may not be Hermitian. The term AH can be eliminated by redefining
the original wave function v (q,t) as

V' (q,t) = exp (z /Ot dr AI?I(T)> ¥(g,t) (118)

(where we assume for simplicity that AH (t) commutes with Hy and with itself at
different times). The new wave function 1’ then satisfies a modified Schrédinger
equation 19y’ /0t = Hyy)' with Hamiltonian H = Hy only. Normally this proce-
dure would be regarded as illegitimate: the new wave function would not be the
correct physical wave function, and in particular |¢’ |2 would not be the correct
measured probability density for ¢. One cannot simply remove terms from the
Hamiltonian by redefining the wave function.

Even so a similar procedure has been considered by some authors in order to
remove the unwanted non-Hermitian terms. In a quantum-cosmological model
Bini et al. [70] show how the term iHj, can be eliminated by redefining the
wave function in the general form (II8]). However, as noted by the authors, it
is not clear which of the two wave functions (the original or the new) should
be regarded as physically correct in the sense associated with the Born rule.
More recently, a general scheme for eliminating the non-Hermitian terms has
been developed by Kiefer and Wichmann [102]. Their starting point is the
observation that the WKB ansatz ¥[g;;, ¢| ~ Ywks[g:;]¥[®, gi5] (equation (ET))
is invariant under a rescaling

Uwip — e Uwkp, ¥ —e 2, (119)

where A[g;;] is an arbitrary complex functional analogous to a choice of ‘gauge’.
Different choices of A will affect the time evolution of ¥. Kiefer and Wichmann
obtain a general effective Schrodinger equation for ¢ whose Hamiltonian His
defined only implicitly. As before non-Hermitian terms make an appearance.
These cannot be eliminated by a simple redefinition of the form (II8) as the
Hamiltonian is not known explicitly. However, solving the equations iteratively,
an appropriate redefinition of the form (II8) can be imposed order by order
in such a way that at each order the redefined wave functions v, ¥}, ¥4, ...
evolve unitarily (with respect to the usual Schrédinger norm). The authors draw
an analogy with the Born-Oppenheimer ansatz for the Schrédinger equation as
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employed in molecular physics But again, as the authors themselves note,
the analogy is limited because the Wheeler-DeWitt equation is fundamentally
different from the Schrédinger equation (possessing in particular a quite different
form of conserved current).

At this point we must address a difficult question. Does the method of ref.
[102] correctly identify the true physical wave functions ¢’ (with purely Hermi-
tian Hamiltonians), or are the wave function redefinitions an elaborate means of
disguising the unwanted but physical non-Hermitian terms? The correct answer
is not known for certain. Our experience with time-dependent wave functions
on a classical spacetime background tells us that the Hamiltonian should be
Hermitian, but that is in conditions where quantum-gravitational effects can
be neglected. Perhaps the non-Hermitian terms are a natural consequence of
quantum gravity (where as we shall see those terms can be easily understood
in pilot-wave theory) and the modified expansions with wave function redefini-
tions are really an artificial means of disguising genuine physical effects. At issue
here is exactly how to identify the familiar Schrodinger-regime wave functions as
emergent features of the semiclassical regime. It may be that the question can
be answered only by experiment. Without some empirical input it is difficult
to know exactly how the wave functions we observe in the laboratory are to be
identified from the quantum-gravitational formalism.

Of course in standard quantum mechanics there is good reason to redefine
the effective wave functions so as to eliminate the non-Hermitian terms. But as
we shall see that motivation is lost in pilot-wave theory where such terms are
perfectly consistent with the conservation of probability. Furthermore, again,
given our argument that there is no fundamental Born rule in quantum grav-
ity, it appears quite plausible on general physical grounds that there will be an
intermediate regime with a small instability of the Born rule. Ultimately, how-
ever, the only way to resolve the dispute will probably be through experiment.
In the rest of this paper we will explore the consequences of the non-Hermitian
terms in pilot-wave theory, with a view to possible experimental tests.

5.3 Absence of corrections to the de Broglie velocity

We now continue the analysis of Section 3.4.2 and consider the next order in
the semiclassical expansion ([2]) of the de Broglie guidance equation ([22]) for
the matter field. Noting that the term o in (I07) satisfies doz/d¢ = 0, the de
Broglie velocity (B3] takes the form

dp N o

— =——(ReS1+p 'R ) 120

5 \@&b(eﬁru en+...) (120)
Equation (I09) defines a corrected wave function () = () exp(in/u), sat-
isfying a corrected Schrodinger equation (II2]). The total phase of the wave

function now includes a correction equal to u~! Ren (in addition to the uncor-
rected phase Re S; of ¢(9). Thus the corrected wave function /(! has a total

17In this context see also refs. [103] [104].
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phase
Imlny™ =ReS; + ' Ren . (121)

The corrected canonical de Broglie velocity (I20)) can then be written as

% (1),£5S(1)
ot g 6o

where S = ImIny™) is the phase of (1),

We arrive at an important conclusion. Despite the presence of the non-
Hermitian term in the Schrédinger equation ([12]), the de Broglie velocity of
the matter field is still given by the standard guidance equation [22]) with the
phase S equal to the corrected phase S = ImIn() of the effective wave
function (1), This is just the usual guidance equation that we would normally
associate with the Hermitian part of the Hamiltonian. In other words: while
the non-Hermitian term in (IT2) affects the time evolution of /(1) (and hence
indirectly affects the trajectories), the presence of the non-Hermitian term does
not change the form of the guidance equation. As we shall now see, this implies
that the Born rule for the matter field is unstable.

Thus, if the semiclassical expansion is to be trusted, the fundamental equa-
tions of pilot-wave quantum gravity imply the instability of the Born rule — as
described by quantum-gravitational corrections to the Schrédinger approxima-
tion.

(122)

6 Pilot-wave theory with an unstable Born rule

By performing a semiclassical expansion of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation to-
gether with the associated de Broglie guidance equation, we have derived an
effective pilot-wave theory of a matter field on a classical background. The ef-
fective Schrédinger equation (I12]) contains a non-Hermitian contribution to the
Hamiltonian, while the effective de Broglie guidance equation (I22]) continues
to take the standard form (associated with only the Hermitian part). Before
proceeding it will be helpful to understand the implications of these results in
general terms.

6.1 Pilot-wave dynamics with a non-Hermitian Hamilto-
nian

Let us consider how pilot-wave theory can be applied to a general system with
a Hamiltonian

H=H +iH, , (123)
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where H; and H, are both Hermitian[§ The wave function ¥(g,t) will evolve
according to the Schrédinger equation

i%—f = (Hy +iHy)y . (124)

This implies a continuity equation

oyl .
where j; is the standard current associated with H; (satisfying Jq:J1 = 2Re (i1/)*ﬁ11/}))

and

s =2Re (w*mw) (126)

is an effective ‘source’ term.
Integrating (I25) over configuration space we find

% dq |w|2:/dqs=2<H2> , (127)

where the standard quantum expectation value <ﬁ2> = f dq (z/;*ﬁy/)) is real

for Hermitian H» and we assume as usual that 41 vanishes at infinity.
We can then define a de Broglie velocity field

y o I
o

This amounts to assuming that the velocity is generated by the Hermitian part
of the Hamiltonian only. Note, however, that j; is a functional of ¢ whose time
evolution is determined via (I24) by the total Hamiltonian H (including the
non-Hermitian part).

Equations (I24) and (I28) define a pilot-wave dynamics for an individual
system whose Hamiltonian has a non-Hermitian part. Remarkably, as we have
seen, a dynamics of precisely this type emerges naturally in an appropriate limit
of quantum gravity.

(128)

6.2 Instability of the Born rule

For an ensemble of systems with the same wave function 1, the probability
density p(q,t) will satisfy

dp B
S04 (pr) =0 (129)

(since each system follows the velocity field v). Equations (124), (I28)) and (129)
then define a pilot-wave theory of an ensemble with an unstable Born rule.

18 Any operator H can of course be decomposed into a sum of a Hermitian part %(I—AI + JZIT)

and an anti-Hermitian part %(ﬁ — H1).
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To see this, rewrite (I25]) as

FYE
QWL oy (P oy = s (130
ot
From (I29) and ([I30)) it follows that the ratio
f=n/l¥? (131)
is not conserved along trajectories. Instead we find
df S
J__ 2 132
ai = Top! 12

(where again d/dt = 0/0t + v - 9, is the time derivative along a trajectory).
An initial distribution with f = 1 everywhere will generally evolve into a final
distribution with f # 1. In other words, an initial Born-rule distribution p =
|p|? at t = t; generally evolves into a non-Born-rule distribution p # |[¢|? at
t>1;.

Thus ([I24)), (I2]) and (129) indeed define a pilot-wave dynamics of ensembles
in which the Born-rule distribution p = [¢|” is unstable.

6.3 Timescale for quantum instability. Condition for the
growth of quantum nonequilibrium

In such a theory quantum nonequilibrium is created on a timescale Toneq Which
can be estimated from the rate of change of the H-function (IIJ). Taking the
time derivative of (II]) and using (IZ9) and (I30) it is easy to show tha@g

dH / P
— =—[dqg —5s. (133)
dt [l*

If we are close to equilibrium (p ~ [|*) we have

%z_/dqs:_z@g. (134)

We can then define Thoneq @s the time required for H to change by a factor of
order unity,
dH

— =1 135
=y (135)

Tnoneq

yielding the estimate
1

7_1r1(:v1r1eq ~ 1/ ~ N "
2|(72)

191f p and |’¢)|2 obey the same continuity equation the exact H is constant in time while
the coarse-grained value tends to decrease (if there is no initial fine-grained structure). But
here the continuity equation (I30) for |1/|? contains a source term s and so the exact H is no
longer constant.

(136)
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We might instead estimate Thoneq from the rate of change of the squared-

norm [ dq |1|* by defining
d 2| d 2
i [aa ol =[G ([aw®)| . aen

Close to equilibrium we have [ dq |¢|* ~ 1 and so from ([I27) we find the same

estimate (I30]).

We saw in Section 4.1 that, for general unnormalised wave functions,

Hz—ln(/dq W) .

It is then not surprising that the definitions (I358]) and (I37) yield essentially
the same timescales.

It must be noted that, for realistic systems, there will usually be two compet-
ing effects: the creation of quantum nonequilibrium on a timescale Thoneq and
the relaxation of quantum nonequilibrium on a timescale Tye1ax. The quantum-
gravitationally generated violations of the Born rule can build up over time only
if the usual quantum relaxation process is relatively negligible, that is, only if

11
Thnoneq qu |¢|2

Trelax = Tnoneq - (138)

In other words, quantum nonequilibrium must be generated faster than relax-
ation can remove it. As we will see the condition (I38)) can be realistically
satisfied for a scalar field during inflation (Section 8). Whether or not it can be
satisfied in other circumstances (such as black-hole evaporation, Section 11) will
depend on the results of more detailed modelling including quantum relaxation.

7 Quantum cosmology and the Born rule

Brizuela, Kiefer and Kramer [71] have developed a semiclassical expansion of the
Wheeler-DeWitt equation for a minisuperspace quantum-cosmological model
and have used it to derive quantum-gravitational corrections to the Schrodinger
regime for perturbations on a classical background spacetime. The method is
similar to that presented in Sections 3.4.1 and 5.1 for the full superspace, though
there are some differences. We begin by summarising their model and results,
adapted to pilot-wave theory, where again both Hermitian and non-Hermitian
corrections appear in the effective Schrodinger equation. We then study the
de Broglie velocity and show that it remains uncorrected at the relevant order.
It is then instructive to consider again why the theory has no fundamental
equilibrium state, and to reconsider the emergence and instability of the Born
rule in this quantum-cosmological context. Finally, we write down a simplified
model for the slow-roll limit, with a view to enabling more tractable calculations.
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7.1 Pilot-wave quantum cosmology

In the model of ref. [7I] both scalar and tensor perturbations propagate on
a background flat Friedmann-Lemailtre universe, where the background is also
treated quantum-mechanically. For our purposes we can ignore the tensor con-
tributions. At the classical level, in terms of conformal time 7 the background

line element is
dr? = a®(dn* — dx?), (139)

where 7 is related to the usual cosmic time t by dn/dt = a~!. We employ the
common convention whereby A denotes a comoving wavelength at some reference
time 79 when ag = 1. The physical wavelength of a field mode at time 7 is then
given by Aphys(n) = a(n)A.

The background contains a homogeneous scalar field ¢ with a potential V(o)
that drives the expansion (here ¢ is the homogenous part of a massive and
minimally-coupled inflaton field). Using primes to denote derivatives with re-
spect to 7, the classical action for the background is taken to be

1 3
— d 3| _ N2 20 41\2 2 4 14
Su= g [ 02 |- L@+ a2 - 2] | (140)
where £ is an arbitrary length scale associated with the spatial integration (to
be regarded as an infrared cutoff) [105]. The action (I40) implies the standard
equations of motion

3 a’ "2 2
_— —_— 4 pu—
! dy
" 20'_ / 2 —
o 20 +aP e =0,
which in terms of ¢ take the more familiar forms
a 47 G
Z__7 3
- 5 (p+3p)
a. dy
3— — =0
brdrgr=0,
where .
p=147+V (141)

is the energy density and p = p — 2V is the pressure.
Scalar perturbations of the background metric are usually described by scalar
functions A, B, ¢ and E:

dr® = a® [(1 = 24)dn” — 2(0;B)dz"dn — ((1 — 24));; + 20,0, E) da*da’] .

It is convenient to combine the inflaton perturbation ¢ = d¢ with A, B, ¥, E
to form the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable [106]

vz@(gﬁ—i—d%) , (142)
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where

¢=p+¢(B-FE), (143)
Pp=A+ é [a(B—E")] (144)

and
H=d/a=Ha (145)

(where H = a/a is the usual Hubble parameter).
The action S, of the perturbations is found by expanding the total (including
the Einstein-Hilbert) action around the background. In terms of v,

1 - "
Sp = 3 /dnd3x |:(UI)2 — 6" 9;v05v + 202, (146)
z
where
z=ave (147)
and .
H H
(the first slow-roll parameter). Brizuela et al. work with a Fourier transform
d3k ik-x
v(n,x) = /va(n)e . (149)

The wave vector k is then defined so that the magnitude k is equal to the inverse
of a wavelength (without the usual factor 27). Because v is real, vy = v_k. In
terms of the vy’s we then have

1 Z//
S, = 5 /dn/dgk |:U1/(’Ui:/ + vk (7 — k2)] .

At this point the modes are discretised by the replacement
3 1
d’k — o . (150)
k

In addition, for simplicity, the vy’s are treated as real (a proper procedure
defines a new set of real variables but gives the same results). The action of the
perturbations is then

S, = % /dn% Zk: |:(’U{()2 + vg (%ﬁ - kQ)} : (151)

Following ref. [105], Brizuela et al. eliminate the appearance of £ in the
equations by appropriate rescalings:

Anew — aold'g s Thew = nold/'g ; Unew — Uold/'82 5 kncw - koldfg . (152)
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In terms of these rescaled variables, the background has a Lagrangian

I R By 20,12 o 4
Ly = 5 |- -m(@)" +a*(¢)" — 2a7V

(where Sy, = [ dn Ly,) and canonical momenta

Tq = —ia/ , Ty = a’¢’ (153)

while the perturbations have a Lagrangian

L= 5 5 0 + o (2 - #2) (154)

k

(with S, = [dn L;,) and canonical momenta
Tk = U, - (155)
The Hamiltonian of the background is then

2rG 1 4
Hy = —Tw + 2—7r¢7 +a’V, (156)

(noting the crucial sign difference between the terms in 72 and wi), while the
Hamiltonian of the perturbations is

1 ZI/
=3y [wi—i—vﬁ (/a_?ﬂ | (157)
The system is then quantised. We have a Wheeler-DeWitt equation
(ﬁb + ﬁp) v=0

for a wave functional ¥ = ¥(a, ¢, {vk}). The sign difference between the terms
in 72 and 7T¢ in the background Hamiltonian H, signals the Klein-Gordon-like
character of the wave equation.

Taking a product ansatz [69]

U =o(a, ) [ [ Tula, ¢, v) (158)

k

where 7:[b\110 = 0 defines a wave functional ¥y for the background, Brizuela et
al. define a wave function

Uy = Uie(a, ¢, vi) = Yo(a, $)Vi(a, ¢, vi) (159)
for each mode k, where ¥y obeys a Wheeler-DeWitt equation
1 10 oV 1 020y 1 , 1020, 1
—— la— | - =——+ + =mpVV¥ 20, =0 (160
2m% a da <a da > 2a2 D2 TameV Ty o + 2wkvk k=0 (160)

50



(with appropriate factor ordering), where

mp = 3/4rG (161)

is a rescaled Planck mass,
2
V="'V (162)
mp
is an auxiliary potential, and
"
w2 =k? — % (163)

is a time-dependent frequency.
It is now straightforward to define a corresponding pilot-wave theory. We
can identify de Broglie velocities for the evolving variables a(n), ¢(n) and vk(n)

by setting
0S5k 0Sk 05k

S T s ™

where Sy = ImIn Uy is the phase of Uy. From the classical expressions (I53)
and (I55) we then have the de Broglie guidance equations

(164)

da o 1 8Sk d¢ o 1 aSk
@ mE o Ay @06 (165)
for the background and
dvk 8Sk
R 1
dn vk (166)

for the perturbations. Together with the wave equation (I60) these define a
pilot-wave dynamics for the variables a, ¢ and vy.

It is instructive to check that the expressions ([IGH) and (I66) agree with
the velocities obtained from the polar decomposition Wy = |¥y|e?* of the
wave equation ([60). This is done by inserting Uy = |¥y|e?x into (I60) and
taking real and imaginary parts. The real part can be written as a modified
Hamilton-Jacobi equation

1 [0S\ 1 (08\* 1 o  1[3%\> 1 ,, .
_M<E> +ﬁ(a—¢> FameV 5 Gn ) TaWit@=0

where

Q

L1119 (] 11 P 11 92 uy
©2m3 |Pk| ada da 202 |Uy| O¢? 2 || ovi

is the quantum potential (terms depending on |¥|), while the imaginary part
can be written in the form of what we call a pseudo-continuity equation

0 )

- (alwwa’) + 5 (alwi*e') .2 (alwnlvi) =0 (167)
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for a density a |\Ifk|2 with velocities a’, ¢', vy given by the expressions (I65) and
([I66) obtained from the canonical momenta. The measure

dp = | Wy |? adadgduy (168)

is preserved by the de Broglie velocity field defined by (I65) and (IGGl).

In pilot-wave theory we can consider the time evolution of a general ensemble,
with probability density Px(a, ¢, vk,n) (defined with respect to dad¢dvy), and
with each system guided by the same wave function Wy. By definition this will
satisfy the continuity equation

0P 0 0 0]

—+=— (A Ped) + —

877+8 (ka’) a¢(k¢)+avk
with velocities a’, ¢, vy again given by (I65) and (I66). This is the same as
equation (IB7) satisfied by the density a |¥y|* (which has no explicit 7 depen-
dence). However, as we shall discuss in Section 7.4, there is no equilibrium or

(Pxvy) =0 (169)

Born-rule state P = a |¥y|” since a |¥y|” is non-normalisable.

For completeness we note that the model may of course be expressed in terms
of standard cosmological time ¢ (where dt = adn). Since o/ = aa, ¢/ = a¢, and
vy, = avy, ([{67) can be rewritten as a pseudo-continuity equation

O (o0 2. 2 O (oiw 2 _
5o (1 a) 50 (@ é) + 5 (1 o) =0 ()
for a density a2 |¥y|®, with a preserved measure
dp = | Uy |? a*dadpduy | (171)
and with velocities
, 1108 . 1088 . 1 98k
= == —— 2k 172
“ mpa&z’ ¢ a3 0¢ ’ k a Ovuy (172)

(where @ and ¢ are as originally given by Vink [55]). A general ensemble with
probability density Py(a, @, vk, t) (defined with respect to dadpduvy) will satisfy
the continuity equation

% + % (Pxa) + (9_(]5 (Pk¢) + 5i’uk (Pxtx) =0,
with a, ¢, 0y given by (IT2). Again, this is the same as equation (IZ0) satisfied
by a2 |Uy|®, but there is no equilibrium state Px = a2 |¥y|* since a2 [¥y|? is
non-normalisable.

In standard quantum theory equation ({I67) (or (I70)) would be taken to
imply the Born-rule measure (I68) (or (I7I))) as a probability measure on the
minisuperspace with variables (a, ¢, vk ). We would then encounter the difficulty
that the putative ‘probability’ measure is in general non-normalisable, owing to
the Klein-Gordon-like character of the wave equation (I60). As we will discuss
in Section 7.4, in pilot-wave theory it is clear that there is in fact no such physical
Born-rule probability measure.
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7.2 Semiclassical expansion
It is sometimes convenient to write

a=lna, (173)
in terms of which the wave equation (I60) reads

1 20y 1 _, %0y 1 1020, 1
“aZ Tk 20l kg o SV Vi~ 5= k+2wkvk\11k—0 (174)

2m3, € 92~ 2° log

Brizuela et al. [71] rewrite this in the compact form

1 020y 1 1020 1
ko SmPV W~ 5 o7 L SRR =0, (175)

- A
2m?, B 9¢40q5
where Uy = Uy (ga,vk) and the indices A, B take values 0, 1, with
Gap = diag(—e 2%, e72%) (176)

and
(90, 01) = (e, mp'9) . (177)

The Klein-Gordon-like character of the wave equation is now more explicit.

Taking (I7H) as a starting point, Brizuela et al. proceed along the lines
pioneered by Kiefer and Singh [68]. We summarise their method, since some of
the details will be required in what follows.

The method begins by solving ([I75) with a WKB-type or semiclassical ex-
pansion

Uy =exp |@ [ (mPSQ + mP51 + mp SQ + .. )] (178)

in powers of m%. This is inserted into (I7H)), terms with the same power of mp
are collected and in each case the sum is set equal to zero.
The highest order, m3, yields

980/0vk =0, (179)

which tells us that the background part of the wave function does not depend
on the perturbations.
The next order, mp, yields a Hamilton-Jacobi equation for the background:

Gapm—5— +V(ga) =0. (180)
qB

At order mY, Brizuela et al. find

9S50 051 . 925, (asl>2 028, 4
2G —iGap— (2] i 2 w22 =0, 181
Y oga0qs " 0qa0qs T \ Ouxc gug kK (181)
and define an uncorrected wave function
U = 00 (qa,vi) = (ga)eS1@ave) (182)
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where vy satisfies

0 1 95
— ) =0. 1
Grng (g ) =0 (153)
Introducing a conformal WKB time,
O g, 20 0 (184)

o~ """ 0qn dap

the equation (II]) for S; can be rewritten as a Schrodinger equation for 1/)1((0):

.aw(o) . 0
i = oy (185)
where 52
~ 1 1
k — _56—1112{ + 56012(1)12( (186)

is the effective uncorrected Hamiltonian for the perturbations.
As before, to this order ¥y takes the WKB form

Ui (qa, vie) ~ U 5B (qa) i (v, qa) (187)

with

TWYEB(ga) = exp(im$.So) (188)

1
v(qa)

and Yi(v, ga) = Y (Ui, 7).

Note also that, as in Section 3.4.1, the definition ([I84) of WKB time is
natural in pilot-wave theory. In terms of the variables g4 the de Broglie velocities
([I65) for the background can be written as

dga 1 0S5k
—— = —5Gan

= — . 189
dn mp dqp (189)

In the Hamilton-Jacobi limit we have Sk ~ m#%Sy. The definition (I84) then

reads
0 dga 0

I dn dga
This relation simply reinterprets a dependence on the changing coordinate g4 (n)
as a dependence on 7, so that in effect we have

(190)

= (v m) (191)
The next order, mp 2 yields the result

059 0S5y 1 051051 i %S 95105, 195y
gAB@(%—B—FEgAB@@—EgABianan +(9—Uk(9—vk_§—avi =0. (192)

Writing
Sa = Sa(qa,vk) = ((ga) + x(qa, vx) , (193)
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x is found to satisfy

ox 1 (1 ond oy 1o 9u0 oD 0x i 00
on 1bl({O) 5 AB 0ga Oqp 2 ABanan oug v 2% o |-
(194)
Brizuela et al. then define a corrected wave function
D) = 0 (g, v0) = U (ga, vic)el™e (@A) (195)

which is shown to obey a quantum-gravitationally corrected Schrédinger equa-
tion

L 1 Looe 0, .0 (14 ORWEY
et S — N R p— 1
i Hichy WD 7 (Fo)* ) +i 3 FHi ) u )il (196)

where V is the auxiliary potential (I62) and in effect 1/11((1) = l({l)(vk, 7).

As we saw in the general case (Section 5.1) the corrections have a non-
Hermitian part. In standard quantum mechanics this violates unitarity and
leads to inconsistencies: probability will not be conserved. But as we described
in Section 6, such corrections can arise naturally in pilot-wave theory while
maintaining a fully conserved probability, with the Born rule rendered unstable.

As noted in Section 5.1 the approximate ratio (ITT) of the non-Hermitian
correction to the Hermitian correction is of order ~ H/E, where H = a/a is the
Hubble parameter and FE is a typical energy for the field. This ratio is extremely
small at late times but might be large in the very early universe.

7.3 The de Broglie velocity

As in the general case we can ask what happens to the guidance equation (IGG])
for the perturbations vy in the quantum-gravitationally corrected Schrédinger
approximation. We again find that the de Broglie velocity reduces to that
generated by the Hermitian part of the effective Hamiltonian.

To show this, let us examine what happens to the expression ([IG0) under
the semiclassical expansion ([IT8) of the wave function ¥y. Noting that Sx =
ImIn ¥y we have

dvk 8

0 _
i = a—vklmlnlllk = Fon (m%ReSO +mpReS; +mp?ReSs + ) . (197)

From (I79) we then have

dUk 0 _9
— = —(ReS Re Sy + ...) . 198
i 8vk(e1-i-mp eSy+...) (198)
By similar reasoning to that given for general case, we can show that the
expression
ReS; +mp2Re Sy + ... (199)
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is equal to the overall phase SS) =Imln wl({l) of the corrected wave function wl({l).

Note first that, from equation (IZI]), S; is generally complex. The definition
([@82) of the uncorrected wave function 1/11((0) = e contains a prefactor v, and
from equation (I83) we see that - can be chosen to be real. Thus Re S; is equal

to the overall phase of the uncorrected wave function 1/)1((0). To lowest order,
then, we recover the usual de Broglie velocity. Now in (I93]) we have Sy = (+ x
where from ([[94) we see that y is complex. From the definition (98] of the
corrected wave function, @[Jl((l) = ¢1((0)eimgzx7 we see that the correction to the
overall phase is equal to mp 2Rey. Thus (@) is indeed equal to the overall
phase of the corrected wave function 1/)1((1).

To this order, then, the expansion (I98]) for the de Broglie velocity can be
written as

duy 858)
% _ 200
dn vk (200)

where sf(l) = ImIn wl({l) is the phase of wl({l). The result ([200) is just the stan-
dard guidance equation associated with the Hermitian part of the Hamiltonian
appearing in the corrected Schrodinger equation (I94).

As in the general case (Section 5.3), we find that in the Schrodinger approx-
imation the de Broglie velocity for the perturbations vy is driven by the Her-
mitian part of the effective Hamiltonian. Because the quantum-gravitationally
corrected Hamiltonian contains a non-Hermitian part as well, it follows from
the fundamental equations of quantum gravity that the emergent Born rule is
unstable.

7.4 Absence of a fundamental equilibrium state

In Section 4 we presented a new approach to the Born rule in quantum gravity.
The same reasoning applies to quantum cosmology. The minisuperspace model
considered here provides a convenient testing ground for these proposals.

Let us for a moment ignore the perturbations vk and consider only the
variables @ and ¢ in the deep quantum-gravity regime. Dropping the terms
in vk from ([I60) and recalling the definition ([I62]) of V', the Wheeler-DeWitt
equation for ¥(a, ¢) (dropping the subscript k) can be written as

110

=
m3 a 0a

ow\ 1920, B

The guidance equations for a and ¢ are given by ([IGH). From (I68]) (without
vk) we know that the dynamics preserves the measure

dp = |V|? adadg . (202)

This simple model can be used to illustrate our new approach to the Born
rule. Equations (201) and (I63]) define a deterministic pilot-wave dynamics for
an individual system. For a theoretical ensemble of systems guided by the same
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wave function ¥, the evolving distribution P(a, ¢,n) necessarily satisfies the
continuity equation
orP 0

B T ag (F9)

37+ a P§) =0 (203)

+ 35
(where the probability density P is defined with respect to dad¢). This is the
same as the equation

5o (a1vP @) + 52 (alwl o) =0 (204)

satisfied by the density a |¥|* (cf. equation (I67)). However, as we have noted,
there can be no equilibrium or Born-rule state P = a|¥[* because a |¥|* is
non-normalisable.

To see this it is convenient to use the variable @ = Ina in terms of which

01 reads
1 0*°% 9%V
— 5 — = + 2"V (¢)V =0. 205
797~ o T2V (205)
This is a two-dimensional Klein-Gordon equation with a potential term. The
free part (without the potential) has the general solution

\ijrcc = f(¢ - mpOé) + g(d) + mPa) P (206)

where f and g are general packets travelling with the ‘wave speed’ ¢ = mp in
the minisuperspace («, ¢). There is then no question of ¥ being normalisable.
In terms of « the measure (202) reads

du = |9)? e**dadg . (207)

For the free part ([2006]) we necessarily have

/ / > dadg |Veo|” = o0 . (208)

Indeed even without the factor e2@ the integral still diverges. In terms of a and
¢, and for a general solution ¥, we will inevitably have

//adadqs 10 (a,¢)|* = o . (209)

We emphasise once again that the non-normalisability of the wave function ¥
is not caused by symmetries or unobservable degrees of freedom but is simply a
consequence of the Klein-Gordon-like character of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation
— which implies a wave-like propagation on the minisuperspace.

By definition P(a, ¢,n) is a physical probability density satisfying

//dad¢ P(a,¢,n) =1 (210)
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at all times 7. Apart from this condition, the initial distribution P(a, ¢,n;)
(at some initial conformal time 7;) is in principle arbitrary, and subsequently
evolves via 203). In contrast, a|¥(a,¢)|* is non-integrable and cannot be a
physical density. As in the general quantum-gravitational case, we must have

P(a, ¢,1) # a|¥(a, $)[* (211)

at all times. The quantities P and a |\I/|2 can never be equal, neither initially
nor subsequently.

As in the general quantum-gravitational case, the initial P(a, ®,7;) is not
fixed by any law but is instead empirical. It must be constrained by observation,
just like any other initial condition in physics.

We can again consider a coarse-grained H-function

() = / / dadp Pln(P/a|¥[?) (212)

which measures (minus) the relative entropy of P with respect to a|¥|* and
which again obeys the H-theorem (L3]). As we saw in the general case, because
¥ is non-normalisable ([212]) has no lower bound and P will always be infinitely

far away from the pseudo-equilibrium state a |\If|2 In this sense the system will
be perpetually in a state of quantum nonequilibrium.

Further understanding of the time dependence of the H-function (212) will
require numerical simulations for specific solutions ¥. This will be explored
elsewhere [97].

7.5 Emergence and instability of the Born rule

In our approach, at the fundamental level, there is no state of quantum equilib-
rium and no physical Born rule. Even so, as we discussed in the general case,
the Born rule can be recovered in the effective Schrodinger regime for quantum
fields propagating on a classical spacetime background. Let us summarise how
this comes about in terms of the above quantum-cosmological model.

We may reinstate the perturbations vx and consider the variables a and ¢
in a semiclassical regime where a and ¢ define an approximately classical back-
ground. We have seen that the system can then be described by a Schrédinger
approximation with a time-dependent wave function ¢y (vk,n). To zeroth-order
1y satisfies the time-dependent Schrodinger equation (I83) so that i = l((o)'
The de Broglie velocity is then given by the usual formula

duy 85&0)
. 213
dn vk (213)

where now sf(o) =ImIn 1/)1((0) is the phase of 1/)1((0). For a theoretical ensemble with
the same wave function 1/)1((0) we can consider an arbitrary probability distribu-

tion pl((o) (vk,n) for vk on a given background (a, @), which necessarily evolves
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according to the continuity equation

o 9 o
ot Bor (pk vk) ~0. (214)

As in our general discussion we first need to consider pf(o) (vk,n;) at some

initial time 7); soon after the system enters the Schrédinger regime. This arises as
a conditional probability from a theoretical ensemble of universes with Wheeler-
DeWitt wave function Wy (a, ¢, vk) and arbitrary distribution Py(a, @, vk, ;).
Conditioning on the background (a, ¢) we then have

Pi(a, g, vk, mi)
ka(a7¢7 Ukﬂ?i)dvk) '

P\ (v, ) = (

(215)

Like Px(a, ¢, vk, n;) itself, pf(o) (v, n;) is in principle arbitrary and can only be
constrained empirically. Because of the fundamental nonequilibrium condition

Pi(a, ¢, vi,m) # a |V (a, ¢, vi)|? (216)

(for all i), in general we have

2
Pfco) (vie, i) # ’%&O) (UK, 1)

2
(except in the special case Pk(a,®,vk,n;) = I(a, ) }1/}1((0) (vk,m)’ for some

II(a, ¢)). Thus we can expect the perturbations vy to be in a state of quantum
nonequilibrium at the beginning of the Schrédinger regime.
At later times the Born rule
2
0 0
P (v, 1) = Wf( )(vk,n)} (217)
can emerge by quantum relaxation in the usual way (on a coarse-grained level).

2
The zeroth-order Schrodinger equation (I83]) implies that ‘1/}1((0)
continuity equation

obeys the same

2
% n 8%{ (M{m’%;() —0 (218)

as is satisfied by pf(o) (equation ([2I4])). We can then define a coarse-grained

H-function

_ — 2
10 = [ an o (71l | (219)
which will satisfy the H-theorem ([I3]). Quantum relaxation will in fact be rather

limited for a one-dimensional system with a single degree of freedom vy [24] 26].
But in a realistic cosmology different modes will be entangled at early times.
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Extensive numerical simulations show that even just two dimensions suffice for
efficient relaxation to occur [38, 40-42]. More precisely, for quantum fields on
expanding space, efficient quantum relaxation is found for field modes with
sub-Hubble wavelengths, while relaxation is suppressed at super-Hubble wave-
lengths [46] 47, [49]. Thus the Born rule is certainly recovered at the wavelengths
observed in the laboratory.

Even so, if we include first-order gravitational corrections to the Schrédinger
equation, we find small non-Hermitian terms in the Hamiltonian that can in
principle drive the system away from equilibrium. The corrected Schrédinger
equation (I9G]) contains such a term, implying that the corrected wave function

1/11((1) obeys a continuity equation

8"”8)’2 9 W2
SLoaerg-

with a source term s (as discussed in Section 6). However, the de Broglie velocity

still takes the standard form (200), and so the actual distribution pf(l)(vk,n)
satisfies the usual continuity equation

o | 0 (o
on Ouk

o) =0 (221)

where in both and we have v, = dslV) Ovk). As we saw in Section
k k

6.2, the mismatch between the continuity equations ([220) and (2ZI) implies
2
that an initial equilibrium distribution pl((l) = ‘1/)1((1)‘ can evolve away from

2
equilibrium (pfcl) #* ‘1/11((1)‘ at later times). As we have noted, in practice this

can occur only if nonequilibrium is generated on a timescale Thoneq that is shorter
than the usual timescale Tye1ax for quantum relaxation.

7.6 Simplified model for the slow-roll limit

We have seen how a semiclassical expansion of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation
together with the de Broglie guidance equation leads to a pilot-wave model
of quantum cosmology in which the Born rule can be unstable. We have a
quantum-gravitationally corrected Schrédinger equation (I96) for the wave func-

tion wl({l)(vk, 1) together with the standard de Broglie guidance equation (200)
for the perturbations vx. We will now write these equations in a far slow-roll
limit. The resulting simplified model can then be used to perform tractable cal-
culations of the quantum-gravitational production of quantum nonequilibrium
in cosmology.

Note first that the result (I96]) is written in terms of rescaled variables
Gnews Tnews Uknew, knew (defined by (I52)), where the subscript ‘new’ has been
dropped. We will find it convenient to undo these rescalings and write the
equations in terms of the original variables aoid, 7o1d;, Vkold, Kold (now dropping
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the subscript ‘old’). The lengthscale £ then reappears. Making this change,
from now on it is understood that we use the symbols a, 1, vk, k to denote the
original (unrescaled) variables. We also revert to standard cosmic time ¢ via the
relation dn = a~!dt. In (I96) we then need to make the replacements

0 0

a 4 2 4 4
, L TN - . 222
oy~ gy = Sagy Vo £V m%EaV (222)

Our simplified limit is taken as follows. First, we ignore the factor z”/z and
write

W=k - k. (223)

Second, in the expression (I42) for the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable v we neglect
terms containing ¢’, so that v = ap and

Vk R apk - (224)
It is also convenient to rescale the variable ¢y and to write
o= L% (225)

remembering that here both ¢k and gy are treated as real. R
With these changes and simplifications, the uncorrected Hamiltonian Hy

(given by (I80])) appearing in (I96]) becomes

Hy = LaHy (226)
where o2
5 1 1
Hy = ——— + —ak?q} 227
k 203 56]12{ =+ 2& qx ( )

is the Hamiltonian for the (real) degree of freedom g.
Taking into account (222)) and (226]), and defining

= 1
k== 228
,8 Y ( )

the quantum-gravitationally corrected Schréodinger equation (I96) becomes

e oo B[ () e, 0 (1 H | v
= Hy' 55— | 30 ot \ @® 2V/m3) '
) ot Ky Zm%, wl({o) a3 (QV/m%) kK t Zat a3 (ZV/m%) Ui | i

(229)

To complete our simplified model, we also need to rewrite the de Broglie

guidance equation (200). We undo the rescalings (I52)), restore t, and use the
approximation (224) with the rescaling (225). We find

dax 1 858)
—_— = — . 230
dt a® Oqx (230)
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For a general theoretical ensemble with wave function 1/11((1) (gx, t), the probability

density pfcl) (gx,t) will evolve by the continuity equation

o’ 0wy L
ot + 3—qk (Pk Qk) =0, (231)

with velocity field gx = dqx/dt given by ([230).

Equations ([229), 230) and (231)) define a simplified pilot-wave quantum-
cosmological model in which the Born rule can be unstable. This model will be
used as a starting point for some of the calculations that follow.

8 Quantum instability for a scalar field on de
Sitter space

In the slow-roll limit the energy density (I41]) of the background scalar field may
be written as p ~ V and is approximately constant in time. The Friedmann—
Lemaitre equation (a/a)? = (87G/3)p then implies an approximate de Sitter
expansion, a o< et with an approximately constant Hubble parameter

H=/(87G/3)V . (232)
Using m3 = 3/47G we can then write
2V/mp = H? . (233)

Inserting this into the corrected Schrédinger equation (229) we then have

R S S R W 5 WP NI 4 AP WTOY BCY
o = e g [ (e g (Gt ) Vi | e

(234)
The de Broglie guidance equation remains, of course, as given by ([230).

We will now apply this model — defined by @234)), 230) and @23I) - to
the gravitational production of quantum nonequilibrium on de Sitter space.
Our results in effect provide a mechanism for the gravitational production of
quantum nonequilibrium during inflation that was suggested in refs. [34] [65].

8.1 Approximation for the Bunch-Davies vacuum

First we estimate the timescale (I36) for quantum instability on de Sitter
space, where the term Hy comes from quantum-gravitational corrections to the
Schrédinger equation. To a first approximation we may take

()= (1), e

where (...)p, denotes a quantum expectation value calculated with the zeroth-
order Bunch-Davies vacuum wave function 1/)1((0) (without gravitational correc-

tions). The gravitationally-corrected wave function 1/11((1) obeys the equation
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@34), where H is the quasi-static Hubble parameter, Hy is the single-mode

Hamiltonian (Z27) for a massless scalar field, and k = 1/£ is an arbitrary scale.

Note that the corrections in ([234]) are multiplicative, one real and one imaginary.
In our notation, with H=H + iﬁg, we have

= - — L0 (236)
- 0) 43 k
2m2 H2) @

(where to lowest order H, ~ Hy) and

- Booo1 0 (1 )
h= g em oo (ﬁHk) ko (27)
P Yy
where the Bunch-Davies wave function wl({o) satisfies

o
ot

= By (238)

(with the Minkowski boundary condition for the limit H — 0).
Using @ = Ha we may write

o1

%ﬁHﬁwokw, (239)

Hy =

where we have defined a ‘distorted’ single-mode Hamiltonian

. 30 2,

(of the same form as (227) but with different numerical coefficients).
Since ([239)) is purely multiplicative we have

<ﬁ > S <ﬁ’ > (241)
2 B-D 2m12;H a’ k/p p’
where ;
<HL>B7D E (=0°/04ic)g_p, + ak* (dic)ys 1, - (242)
This can be calculated from the Bunch-Davies wave function 1/11(( ‘1/1(0 Zsk ,

which has amplitude and phase [34]

0 _ 2 2
M)‘ _ A2)1/4 /1A (243)
(0) ak2qk 1 k 1 1 k
= - Sy = 244
“k SHO+ R ) 2Ha 2™ \ma) W
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and width 72 12
2 _ A2 _
(Gi)g_p =A% = 5T (1+ HQ&Q) : (245)

. 1k H?a?
<Hk>B7D == (4+ /) - (246)

From this we may find our estimate (I30]) for Toneq-

‘We obtain

8.2 Timescale for quantum instability

From (I36), 241) and 246) we have

2m% E\® 2t
noneq " = 5 247
Tnonea ™ Tpr3 (k> 4+ a2 (247)

where it is convenient to define

_ Ha _ 1 Ay

YT T H

(248)

The result [247) gives an estimated timescale for the gravitational production
of quantum nonequilibrium during an approximate de Sitter phase.

We may consider a given mode with fixed k. According to (247) the effect
is significant — that is, Thoneq 1S small — only when x is small (when the mode
is inside the Hubble radius). As the mode evolves in time, both = and Tnoneq
grow unboundedly large and the gravitational effect is frozen. Thus there is no
gravitational production of quantum nonequilibrium for Aphys >> H 1.

To ensure the validity and relevance of our approximate calculations, we can
restrict ourselves to a range of physical wavelengths

10%p < Aphys S 10H T . (249)

The lower bound is justified by the need to avoid the deep quantum-gravity
regime where our calculations are invalid, while the upper bound may be justified
by the standard inflationary result that the mode becomes effectively classical
soon after exiting the Hubble radius (this rough approach is needed because we
are using our simplified model for the slow-roll limit). In terms of x the range
(249) corresponds (approximately) to 107! < < 1.

To get a sense of orders of magnitude, let us consider the result (247) for
k ~ k and x ~ 1, so that roughly

Tnoneq ™~ m%/HB . (250)

As an illustrative example, if we take the inflationary phase to have an energy
scale of order H ~ 106 GeV ~ 10™3mp (which is likely to be an upper bound),
we find Tyhoneq ~ 10%p (where tp is the Planck time). By comparison the time
H~' ~ 103tp the mode spends in the regime = ~ 1 is only a fraction ~ 1076 of
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Tnoneq- Lhus the timescale over which our estimate applies is only about 1076 of
the timescale Thoneq for the creation of nonequilibrium. These crude estimates
suggest that the effect will indeed be small (as expected).

As noted in Section 6.3 the created quantum nonequilibrium can build up
over time only if the condition (I38)) is satisfied. In the ideal limit of a Bunch-
Davies vacuum there is in fact no quantum relaxation at all (essentially because
the trajectories for the field modes are too simple to generate relaxation) [34].
In effect Tyelax = 00 and the condition (I38) is indeed satisfied. Any nonequi-
librium created during a de Sitter expansion will not be erased by relaxation.
Small perturbations to the Bunch-Davies vacuum are unlikely to change this
conclusion, since numerical studies for the oscillator (analogous to a field mode)
indicate that small perturbations do not cause relaxation [107]. Thus de Sitter
space provides a particularly simple and effective example of the gravitational
creation of quantum nonequilibrium building up over time.

9 Corrections to the cosmic microwave back-
ground

The temperature anisotropy AT(f) = T'(f) — T of the cosmic microwave back-
ground (CMB) can be expressed in spherical harmonics

o +1

AT (8) )
? = Z Z alm}/lm(n) ) (251)
=2 m=—1
where fi labels points on the sky and 7' is the mean temperature. The coefficients
aym are generated by the primordial curvature perturbation Ry [108],
o2

where T (k,l) is the transfer function. It is usually assumed that AT(@) is
drawn from a theoretical ensemble with an isotropic probability distribution.

a &k T (k, ) RaYim (k) (252)

This implies that the angular power spectrum C; = <|alm|2> is independent of

m (where (...) denotes an ensemble average). Thus statistical isotropy implies

that for given [ the 2] + 1 quantities |alm|2 all have the same ensemble mean Cj.
This allows us to probe the underlying theoretical ensemble from measurements
made on our one observed sky. The measured mean statistic

+1

1 2
oSy =~ m 253
l 2l +1 Z |al | ( )

m=—1

satisfies <Cls ky> = () and therefore provides an unbiased estimate of C; for the

. . . . k . .
ensemble. For a Gaussian distribution C;™ has a cosmic variance

ACSY 2
=/ , 254
C 20+ 1 (254)
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We can probe C; accurately at large [, while for small [ the accuracy is limited.
It is also usually assumed that the theoretical ensemble for R is statistically

homogeneous, which implies (Rj:Rk) = 5kkf<|Rk|2>. From (252) we then have
the formula

1 [®dk
Cr=gz [ THDPR(E). (255)
where T
_ a7 2
Pr(k) = < (IRal”) (256)

is the primordial power spectrum for Ry. It is sometimes claimed that probabil-
ities are meaningless for a single universe[2d But in fact, by assuming statistical
isotropy and statistical homogeneity, measurements made on a single sky can
constrain the primordial spectrum Pg (k) — even though P (k) is a property of
a theoretical ensemble 2]

According to inflationary cosmology the primordial spectrum (256]) origi-
nates from quantum vacuum fluctuations in a scalar inflaton field [109-111].
An inflaton perturbation ¢y generates a curvature perturbation Ry o ¢k (once
the physical wavelength exits the Hubble radius). The measured power spec-

trum Pr (k) is then proportional to the variance <|gpk|2> of wx — which is usually
calculated in quantum field theory by applying the Born rule. But in pilot-wave

theory we can consider nonequilibrium probabilities for ¢y and hence a general
variance [34] [36]

(lonl*) = (lonl*)  €h) (257)

where (|¢k|?) qr 18 the standard quantum-theoretical variance and the factor
&(k) quantifies the departure from equilibrium at wavenumber k. For a quantum
nonequilibrium ensemble of inflaton perturbations we have a primordial power
spectrum

Pr(k) = PR (k)E(k) | (258)

where P%T (k) is the quantum-theoretical spectrum. From (253 we then obtain
a corrected angular power spectrum Cj.

Thus measurements of the CMB can probe primordial corrections to the
Born rule as quantified by £(k) [34, [50]. We will now show how to calculate
(approximately) a new contribution to (k) from the quantum-gravitational
creation of quantum nonequilibrium during inflation.

9.1 Approximate calculation of the nonequilibrium func-
tion f

In inflationary cosmology observations of the CMB can probe the width (or
variance) of the distribution py of inflaton perturbations ¢x o gk as a function

20This is a central tenet of the Bohmian mechanics school of de Broglie-Bohm theory [31[32].
21For a careful discussion see ref. [30].
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of wave number k. In quantum nonequilibrium we have pyx = |wk|2 fx, with
fx # 1, so that in general py is different from |z/1k|2. To compare with obser-
vation we need to know how the gravitational corrections affect py. As well as
knowing how the corrections affect ¢ we also need to know how they affect the
nonequilibrium function fi. An approximate result for fi will now be derived.

We use the following method. If we assume that the corrected wave function
Yk is already known, we may calculate px by calculating fx = px/ |wk|2. As we
saw in Section 6.2, in the presence of non-Hermitian gravitational corrections,
fx is no longer conserved along trajectories but instead changes in accordance
with the differential equation ([I32]). This has the solution

fielqw(ty),tr) = filax(ti), ti) exp (- /t "t Uk(Qk(ﬂi)) : (259)

where
ux = sx/|k|? (260)

and .
s. = 2Re (¢;H2¢k) , (261)

with Hy given by (239) and 40). The trajectories are of course determined by
the exact v. However, as a first approximation, in the expressions for uy and

sk we may insert the lowest-order Bunch-Davies wave function 1/11((0) and perform
the integration in (259]) along the uncorrected trajectories generated by 1/)1((0).

We first find an expression for uyx (with ¢y = 1/)1((0)). Since H, is a purely
multiplicative operator we have

uie = 2Re (HQ) . (262)
Employing the Schrédinger equation (238) and writing wl({o) = ‘@[Jl((o) el we
have ©
o1 0s
= — | 622 4+ 2ak%¢2 263
e m%Ha3< o qk)’ (263)
where from (244
s 2502 —a*\ 3k 1
6—K— + 2ak%¢@2 = ak’@ | ————— | - ——— 264
pt AN e = N\ T gy a1+ a2 (264)
(again defining x = Ha/k). Thus, with a = kx/H, we may write
K H? (1 5(2—522—2aY)r , 11
=y (SRS - 3H - —— ) . 265
Uk mb k3x3 (H (1+ 22)? % 1+ x2) (265)

We will be integrating uy along trajectories qi(t), from arbitrary initial
points gk (t;) to arbitrary final points gk(ty). It will be convenient to write
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qﬁ in terms of z and gx(xy). We may then integrate with respect to x from

= (H/k)a; to xy = (H/k)as. The trajectories are generated by the lowest-
order Bunch-Davies wave function 1/11((0) whose phase sf(o) is given by (244]). The
relevant de Broglie equation of motion

qu 1 85&0)
X _ 266
dt a® Oqy (266)

(230) with sf(l) replaced by 51((0)) can be solved exactly to yield the trajectories
ak(t) [34]. Reverting for a moment to conformal time 7 (where on de Sitter

space n = —1/Ha), the solution gx(n) = qx(0)y/1 + k?n? can be written as

1+ k2n?
= Ny | ————= 267
ak(n) = a(ns)y [ 7 TR (267)

where 7y is a final time. Writing in terms of x = Ha/k = —1/kn we have

2 2 (xf)2 1+a?
) = gz — 268
Our expression for uk as a function of = then reads

y K H? (1 (2527 —at) 2( )(xf)2 l+2* 1 1
k- mp k3z3 \ H (1+22)2 % 2 14 (x5)? xl+a2)"
(269)

where we need to evaluate the integral
ty
Ik = / dt uk(qk(t), t) (270)
t;

along trajectories, in order to find the function

Silaw(ty), tr) = filaw(ti), ti) exp (=) (271)
(at arbitrary final points qk(ts)). Since dt = (1/H)(1/x)dz we have

ty T q
Ik :/ uk(qk H/ —uk qk )d:v . (272)
ti
Inserting (269) we then have
\2 kB H2 k3
he = — g2 () —Z)" Y S 273
k i j)l—l—(xf)?mpl k3 mp2 (273)
where
(2 — 522 — a?)
-——d 274
/ 1”2 e, (274)
_ / 1”2 dx (275)



For given x; and xy these integrals can easily be evaluated numerically.
To specify z; and z let us take a range ([249) of physical wavelengths, which
corresponds approximately to

z;=10"", zp=1. (276)

For these values the integrals (274) and ([275]) are found to be

I ~47x10%, I,~25x10%. (277)
‘We then have
k3 k3 H?
I~ —24%x10°—¢ 0.8 x 10*=—— . 278
k X m% Qk(xf) + x m% 13 ( )

Note that for k ~ k the magnitude of the second term is ~ 10*H?/m32, which
for an illustrative (and probable upper bound) value H ~ 10~3mp is of order
~ 1072, and so Iy is indeed small.

Having evaluated Iy we can write down the nonequilibrium function (271]).
Recalling that fi = pi/|Yk|?, and reverting to standard time ¢, we can then
find the corrected density pk(gk(ts),tr) from the formula

pe(qec(ty),ty)  prlqe(ti), ti) (-
i (a(ty), ty)l? B [ (quc(ts), ts)|? p(=ho) - (279)

9.2 Nonequilibrium correction to the primordial power
spectrum
We wish to calculate the correction to the primordial power spectrum as a

function of wave number k. Focussing on a single mode with wave vector k, let
us assume for simplicity that our mode is initially in quantum equilibrium:

pre(aic(ti),ti) = [acq(ts), ) - (280)
From (279) we then have a final nonequilibrium density
pla(ty) tr) = l(a(ty), tr)* exp (= L) - (281)

In 278)) we have an expression for Iy as a function of arbitrary final points
gk(ty) (or gk(zy)). In (28I) we have an expression for the density pix at the
final time ¢y and at arbitrary final points gk (t7). We can then simply write pi
at time ¢ty as a function of the general variable g:

p(qic,tr) = [Yu(ai, t)? exp (—Ik(qx)) (282)
where s s 2
H

I ~—24x103—¢2 + 0.8 x 10*—— 283

() x = ¢ +0.8 x L (283)
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Note that ¥k (qk, ty) will be gravitationally corrected. A complete calculation
of pi(qk,ts) then requires an expression for |¢x(qx,tf)|? including the gravita-
tional corrections. But the primordial power spectrum depends only on the

width of pk(gk,tr), so it suffices to consider only how |9k (g, tr)|* contributes
to the width. Writing the corrected wave function as
ey = o + g (284)

(for simplicity omitting the arguments gk, ty), and using the fact that Iy is
small, we may write

= [9l* exp (=B) = 93 + du” (1~ F)
where (51/11((1) ~ O(1/m?) and I ~ O(1/m3). This may be written as

k= 0012 + 060 + D5 — L) + 0(1/m) (285)

(again omitting the arguments qx, ¢7). The second and third terms are an
O(1/m}) correction coming from the gravitational correction to vy, while the
fourth term is an O(1/m3) correction coming from the gravitational production
of quantum nonequilibrium.

We may now consider how the separate effects change the width of px. The
mean-square <q12(> ;= J dax qﬁp(qk, tr) (evaluated at the final time ¢ ;) takes the

form
(1) noneq
(i), = <q12<>§"0) + (5<qk>f) + (5<q12<>f) +0(1/mp) , (286)
where
(@) = [ doc @I (et (287)

is the uncorrected Bunch-Davies width (at time ¢y),

(1) .

(5 <QI2c>f) = /ko Qﬁ( O (e )00 (et ) + 08 (e, )0 (Qkatf)>
(288)

is the correction to the width from the gravitational correction to 1y itself, and

(5a2,)""" = = [ da @Bl et (289)

is the correction to the width from the gravitational production of quantum
nonequilibrium. We now calculate the term (289) and obtain an estimate of its
effect on the primordial power spectrum.

We are really interested in the primordial deficit function £(k), defined by

(qié)

0 )
>()

§(k) =
<qk

(290)
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where <q12(> f is given by (286). We may write

E(k) = 14+ 06W (k) + ogmoned(k) 4 ... | (291)
where W
5(a),) (s¢ay,)"
56 (k) = (bla),) L oogrmea(p) = — T (209)
(a2 (a2) "

Note that, as defined by ([290), the deficit function (k) contains contributions
from both effects (gravitational corrections to ¥k and the gravitational produc-
tion of nonequilibrium).

We are particularly interested in the term §£"°"°4, which from ([289) and
[283) takes the form

_ (0)
Bof1{a),; a2
8¢ (k) =~ 10°— | = sz | > (293)
mp \4(g) Ok
where <q12{>;0) and <qﬁ>§.0> are the respective (quantum-theoretical) means of
g2 and g in the Bunch-Davies vacuum at the final time ¢¢. From (245) the
mean-square width <q2>§9) = AZ(ts) can be written as
@B =g (14 (294)
k/f 2k3 a3 )
Taking zy = 1 we have <qﬁ>§.0> = H?/k®. For the Gaussian wave-function
2
amplitude ([243)) we also have <qﬁ>(f0) =3 (<qi>(f0)) yielding a ratio

=—. (295)
Thus we find, finally,

2 7\ 3
sEmoned () ~ —5 x 1025—% (%) : (296)

According to this approximate calculation, the nonequilibrium correction to &
amounts to a power deficit scaling as ~ 1/k3.

To get a sense of orders of magnitude, again taking our illustrative (and
probable upper bound) value H ~ 10'6 GeV ~ 10~%mp, in the region k ~ k
the result ([296) yields

semoned 5 % 1074 . (297)

According to our estimate, the nonequilibrium correction to £ is small and
negative.
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9.3 Comparison with gravitational corrections to the wave
function

Our quantum-gravitational correction to the Born rule yields a large-scale power
deficit (296). In contrast, the quantum-gravitational correction to the wave
function vy, as derived by Brizuela et al. [71], yields a large-scale power excess

T\ 3
P (k) = PO (k) (1 + 0.988H—22 (%) +0 (if)) (298)
mp mp
or 3
Wy~ 2 (F
66D (k) ~ o <k> : (299)

The opposing signs, 66”9 < 0 and 66" > 0, mean that the overall sign of
the total correction 66"°"¢ + §¢() cannot be known without more accurate
calculations. In particular, in our derivation of §£™°"°? the magnitude of the
coefficient is not determined accurately. Thus at present we cannot say if the
overall effect will be a power deficit or a power excess.

The magnitudes of both effects depend on the arbitrary scale k which appears
in the correction (237) to the Hamiltonian. However the ratio

sgrenak)| o

‘ SED (k) ‘ ~5x 10 (300)
is independent of k (and indeed independent of k). The difference in magnitude,
by about two orders, is however not very significant given our crude estimate
for ggroned,

It is noteworthy that such different physical effects — gravitational corrections
to the wave function on the one hand, and gravitational corrections to the Born
rule on the other — both yield essentially the same results except for an overall
sign difference. In both cases we find a scaling o (lg/k)3

Finally we make a few comments on the derivation of (298] by Brizuela et
al. [71]. The calculation keeps only the Hermitian correction appearing in the
Schrodinger equation (I96]) and drops the non-Hermitian term. As we have
seen, the ratio (IIT) of the latter correction to the former is generally of order
~ H/E where FE is a typical energy for the field, so it is not entirely clear if the
non-Hermitian term can be neglected. However, Brizuela et al. motivate drop-
ping the non-Hermitian term for other reasons. To solve (I36) for the corrected
wave function wl({l) a Gaussian ansatz is assumed. If the non-Hermitian term is
included, two perceived problems arise. First, the normalisation of wl({l) is not
conserved in time and the standard probability interpretation becomes problem-
atic: it is not possible to unambiguously take expectation values and compute
the power spectrum. Second, solving the Gaussian ansatz numerically leads to

large oscillations in the amplitude of wl({l) in the distant past (n — —o0), which
does not happen if the non-Hermitian term is dropped. From the point of view of

72



standard quantum mechanics these issues motivate dropping the non-Hermitian
term (even if the semiclassical expansion of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation has
naturally produced it). But in pilot-wave theory the two perceived problems
are only apparent. First, as we discussed in Section 6 for a general system with
a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian, even though the normalisation of the wave func-
tion 1) is not conserved, the actual probability density p remains normalised
(by construction) at all times, and the effect of the non-Hermitian term is to
generate a deviation of p from |w|2. We can then use p to unambiguously take
expectation values and compute the power spectrum. Second, because observed
quantities such as power spectra are now calculated from the actual density
p (which in general will not equal ||), the fact that the wave amplitude |¢/|
becomes large in the remote past need not by itself signal a difficulty.

9.4 Effect on the angular power spectrum

We may ask if there is a realistic prospect of measuring the correction §&"°me4
to the primordial power spectrum. In addition to having to consider the other
contribution 66, an immediate question is whether or not the effect on the
Cy’s will be swamped by the cosmic variance (254)), in which case it will be
unobservable in principle. This will depend on the region of k-space that is
affected — that is, on the value of k.

From (255), [258) and (291) we can write
Cp = CRT 450 4 sorened 4 (301)

where

1 °° dk
ot = /ﬁ — Tk, OPE (k) .

0 |,
s = L / IR, 1P ()3 () (302)
! 27T2 0 k ’ R ’
1 > dk
noneq __ _ = 22 QT noneq

We then have a fractional correction
SCIe [ 4 T2k, 1P (k)5 (k)
ot ETEROPTR
Let us first consider (B03) at low [ (say I < 20), where the angular power

spectrum is dominated by the Sachs-Wolfe effect and the (square of the) transfer
function takes the approximate analytical form [109]

T?(k,1) = mH{ 52 (2k/Hy) , (304)

(303)

where j; is the [th order spherical Bessel function and Hy is the Hubble param-
eter today. Taking (roughly) P%T(k) ~ const., [B03) becomes

750“011&1 < dk none
gTﬂmwA?mmm&qw, (305)
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where we have used [, % j2(z) = m The integral (305) is dominated by

the scale k ~ [H(/2, so a significant effect requires 6£"°"°4 to be significant for
k in this region — that is, for wavelengths A\ ~ (4r/l)H, ", which for low [ is
comparable to the Hubble radius today (Hy ' ~ 3000 Mpc). If the scale k is
far from this region, the effect will be negligible. And even if k ~ [Hy/2, the
effect will still be negligible if the coefficient H?/m3 in (296) is very small. For
example, even for H as large as H ~ 10'® GeV ~ 10™3mp, we have H%/m% ~
1076,

If the correction 6£2°"¢4 is indeed present in the region k ~ [H(/2 then from
([B05) we may roughly expect to find a fractional deficit

BT CRT | ~ |ogrene (306)

in the angular power spectrum at the Ith multipole. Similarly, at large values
of I, a multipole of order ! probes a comoving wavenumber k ~ Hyl/2 [109],
so that if the correction §¢"°"°% is present in the region k ~ [H,/2 we again
roughly expect to find a fractional deficit of order ([306). However such a deficit
can be observed in principle only if it is larger than the cosmic variance ([254).

Brizuela et al. [71] suggest that k can be interpreted as an infrared cutoff. For
the purpose of estimating the magnitude of 66", however, k is taken to coincide
with the pivot scale k, = 0.05 Mpc~! chosen by the Planck team. Taking an
upper bound H < 10~°mp (motivated by limits on the tensor-to-scalar ratio)
yields an estimated upper bound ’55(1)‘ < 2x10719 at k ~ k,, which is far too
small to be observable [71]. Taking the same bound H < 10™°mp our result
([296]) implies an upper bound

|sgnoned| < 5 % 1078 (307)

at k ~ k., which is again far too small to be observable.

10 Quantum instability in a radiation-dominated
universe

We have seen that quantum-gravitational effects can create quantum nonequi-
librium for a scalar field on exponentially expanding de Sitter space. We expect
there will be similar effects for fields on an expanding background generally. For
example, we might consider the radiation-dominated expansion that took place
during the early phase of the hot big bang. Various quantum fields were propa-
gating on this background: the electromagnetic field, fermionic fields, and oth-
ers. Quantum-gravitational corrections to the Schrodinger evolution for these
fields will create quantum nonequilibrium, in particular at very early times when
the expansion was extremely rapid. The particle-like excitations of those fields
later correspond to relic cosmological particles, which include the photons of
the CMB, the neutrinos of the expected cosmic neutrino background, as well as
other more exotic particles such as gravitinos whose existence is predicted by
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some theories of particle physics (and which might be a significant component
of dark matter). It is then conceivable that such relic particles could violate
the Born rule even today. This possibility has already been studied in some
detail in a scenario where it is assumed that the universe begins in a state of
quantum nonequilibrium: quantum relaxation will be important in the early
universe but can be suppressed for some special systems that decouple very
early [26, [36] [45] [51]. We are now concerned with a novel possibility: that even
particles initially in equilibrium could develop nonequilibrium over time as a
result of quantum-gravitational effects. In a realistic scenario, we would have
to compare the timescale Tyoneq Over which nonequilibrium is created with the
timescale Tyelax fOr quantum relaxation. As noted in Section 6.3, deviations from
the Born rule can build up over time only if Trclax > Thoneq. Estimates for Tejax
for relic cosmological particles have been discussed elsewhere [26] [36] [45, [51].
Here we focus on developing an estimate for moneq for such particles. As we will
see, the result is found to be so large as to make this phenomenon seemingly of
theoretical interest only.

In Section 7 we studied the instability of the Born rule for a simple model of
quantum cosmology with a background expansion driven by a scalar field ¢ with
a potential V(¢). As shown in ref. [71], scalar perturbations on the background
satisfy the gravitationally-corrected Schrodinger equation (I96]), which we have
written in the simplified form ([229]) by taking a slow-roll limit. The gravitational
corrections depend on V(¢). A glance at the uncorrected part of ([229) shows
that it is just the usual Schrodinger equation for a scalar-field Fourier mode gy
propagating on a background expanding space with scale factor a = a(t). If we
were to consider a scalar field propagating on a radiation-dominated background
(with a o t*/?), then the uncorrected Schrédinger equation would take precisely
this form. The question is: what will the gravitational corrections look like for
this case?

To answer this question rigorously and from first principles, we would need to
develop a quantum-cosmological model with a background radiation-dominated
expansion. This might be done along the lines of the above model for an ap-
propriate choice of V(). It is well known that, for a potential V(¢) = %)@4,
averaging over oscillations in ¢ yields an effective equation of state p = p/3
corresponding to a radiation-dominated universe [112]. However, instead, here
we will use a shortcut to obtain a simple estimate of the correction terms.

We assume that some appropriate potential V(¢) can be used to model the
radiation-dominated expansion of the background, and that the semiclassical
expansion of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation leads to an effective Schrédinger
equation of the form ([229) for the Fourier mode gk of some field propagating
on the background, where the relevant potential V(¢) appears in the correction
terms. We treat the propagating field as a scalar, but we expect similar equa-
tions to apply for example to modes of the electromagnetic field (only with more
components).

The correction terms in the Schrodinger equation ([229) depend on V which
depends on the time-evolving background field ¢. We can crudely estimate the
magnitude of V as follows. Classically we know that the energy density (I41)
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is a sum of kinetic and potential terms. The Friedmann—Lemaitre equation
(a/a)? = (87G/3)p implies that H? = (87G/3)p, where of course now H is
time dependent. As a rough order-of-magnitude estimate we might ignore the
kinetic term in p and write p &~ V(¢). Using mp = 3/47G we then have, roughly,

2V(¢)/m3 ~ H? . (308)

Inserting this into (229)) we have an approximate Schrodinger equation

oy o K1 1) 0,0 (1) o]
oo NS gz o (e e e \ e ) Ve | e

for a field mode on an expanding background with time-dependent Hubble pa-
rameter // = H(t). This should suffice for the purpose of order-of-magnitude
estimates. In our notation (I23]) the correction Hs is then estimated to be

- o1 o (1 H\ o
%%‘%g$aa<$ﬁﬂ ko (309)
k

This is the term that causes the instability of the Born rule over time.

For a radiation-dominated expansion a oc t'/? and H = a/a = 1/2t. Follow-
ing common convention we take the scale factor today, at time ¢y, to be ag =1
(so that comoving wavelengths A correspond to physical wavelengths today).
Writing a = (t/t9)/? we have a®H? = HZ/a, where Hy = 1/2ty is the Hubble
parameter today. Using @ = Ha and the expression ([227)) for Hy we can then
write

Bl

g 2 /P 310
m%HOa1/}l((0) kd’k ) ( )

2

where now we have defined a distorted Hamiltonian

- 1 02 1
Hi = ———= — zak’q} . 311
k 903 8q12( 2‘1 Ak (311)
To estimate the timescale Tyoneq for the gravitational production of quantum
nonequilibrium, as given by (I3, we need to estimate the magnitude of the
quantum expectation value <ﬂ2> Following the same reasoning as in Section

8.1 for de Sitter space, to a first approximation we take
; .\ (0)
<H2> ~ <H2> : (312)

where <...>(O) denotes a quantum expectation value calculated with the uncor-
rected wave function wl({o)' As before (BI0) is purely multiplicative and so

<ﬁ2>(0) N k3 l<ﬁ{(>(0) 7 (313)

)
mpHp a
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where our sought-for timescale is given approximately by

L\ (0)
Let us write, crudely, <H1/<> ~ FE where E = FEy/a is the energy of a

. (314)

~
7_1r1(:v1r1eq ~

single particle propagating on the expanding background (where Ey is the energy
today). We also reintroduce the lengthscale £ via the definition k¥ = 1/£. We

then have o )
-\©  Hy'E
(F2) " ~ Smla (315)

Using mp ~ 1/lp and inserting ¢, the timescale (BI4]) then takes the suggestive

form & /ag e
a mp
Tnoneq ™~ E (E) (ﬁ) (F) ) (316)

where a£ is the physical lengthscale at time ¢ corresponding to the comoving
lengthscale £.
Writing @ = (t/tg)*/? and employing the standard temperature clock ¢ ~

(1) (1 MeV /kgT)” for a radiation-dominated phase with ambient temperature
T, the result (3I0) takes the form

Thoneq ~§ (t:) (1k1\§;v) (é) (%) (%) . (317)

Writing £ ~ kgT and mp ~ kpTp, we then have our estimated timescale

£ /(1 £ £ 1 MeV ksT;
Tnoncq ~ — ﬂ - 1 © B-P . (318)
c to lp H, kgT kT
To get an idea of the magnitude of Tyoneq, let us apply our result to the deep
Planck era where kgT ~ kgTp ~ 10! GeV. From (BI8) we find

Tnoneqfle*”E @<£>( < ) : (319)

c to \lp Hy?

At this point we must choose a value for the lengthscale £. It seems reasonable

to set
£~ Hy' ~10% cm . (320)

With the current age ¢ty ~ 10'7 s of the universe we then obtain the huge result
Tnoneq ™~ 10% 5. (321)

This is overwhelmingly large even compared to ¢y. At lower temperatures Thoneq
is even larger.
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Our result for Thoneq is so huge because of the factor (£/lp). Without some
changed understanding of the infrared cutoff lengthscale £ there seems to be
no way around this. We therefore tentatively conclude that there is no hope
of a significant effect building up over realistic cosmological timescales — even
in a situation where the usual quantum relaxation can be neglected. It is,
however, still possible that relic cosmological particles today could show residual
violations of the Born rule as a result of the universe beginning in a state of
primordial quantum nonequilibrium [26] 36, 45, (5I]. As we saw in Sections
4.2 and 7.5, such primordial nonequilibrium is to be expected as the universe
emerges from the deep quantum-gravity regime.

11 Quantum instability in the spacetime of an
evaporating black hole

Kiefer, Miiller and Singh [I13] considered how the procedure of ref. [68] —
which we summarised in Sections 3.4.1 and 5.1 — can be generalised to the
asymptotically-flat spacetime of an evaporating black hole. This requires the
inclusion of a boundary term Mc? in the (integrated) Wheeler-DeWitt equation,
where the mass M of the black hole is asymptotically defined by the usual ADM
energy. Kiefer et al. argue that the resulting quantum-gravitational corrections
to the Schrodinger equation, for a matter field propagating in the spacetime
of the black hole, will be of the same form as in equation ([I0) but with the
replacement

VIR — —1671GM/c* | (322)

where the Schwarzchild radius rg = 2GM/c? provides a natural lengthscale. Tt
is argued that, for an evaporating black hole, the Hermitian correction to the
Hamiltonian will be negligible compared to the dominant term fl¢ = d3z 7:[¢
(where 7:[¢ is the matter Hamiltonian density), since the ratio will be of order
the energy of the field divided by Mc?. The general non-Hermitian correction
in (II0) takes the suggestive form

. ATRG [ 5 8 [ Hy

where §/67 is the many-fingered time derivative (ITI]) and we have inserted the
expansion parameter p = ¢?/32wG as well as h and c. With the replacement
B22)), for an evaporating black hole, [323]) then takes the approximate form

A A7rhG d c? o h 1 dM -
AHy ~ —i — 3 =j——""H 24
O A a (167TGM) / THe = iqa e g e (324)

(neglecting the rate of change of 7:[¢ compared with the rate of change of the
background geometry). Kiefer et al. suggest that this term might play a role in
alleviating the problem of black-hole information loss.
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Assuming that the time-dependent mass M(t) takes the phenomenological
form [R1] [114]

M(t) ~ M, (1 - RZ}—%’ <é)>1/3 , (325)

where My is the initial mass, x is a numerical factor, and here mp = /hic/G
denotes the standard Planck mass, the non-Hermitian correction ([824]) becomes
important (compared to the dominant term ﬁ¢) if M approaches the Planck
mass mp, which happens after a time

te ~ (My/mp)3tp . (326)

In the same regime we can then expect the gravitational production of quantum
nonequilibrium to become important.

We can now estimate the rate of production of quantum nonequilibrium
during the evaporation of a black hole. Assuming the time-dependent mass

B23) we have

dM 1 mp /mp 2
el i 327
dt 3 tp ( M) ’ (327)
and so from ([B24) we have
N 1 . mp\4 -~
Ay~ —— (—) a 2
o3 12’“{ M ¢ (3 8)

where M = M(t) is the mass of the black hole and H, is the (uncorrected)
Hamiltonian of a matter field ¢ propagating on the background spacetime. In
particular, I;T¢ could be the Hamiltonian of a field in the exterior region, in
the vicinity of the event horizon. According to our framework, the effective
Schrédinger equation for the field will contain a small non-Hermitian term of the
form ([B28), which will cause the field to evolve away from quantum equilibrium.

Let us focus on a single field mode with outgoing wave vector k (defined in
the asymptotically flat region). In our notation (I23) the correction Hj is then

N 4

fy~ — g (%) iy (329)
where Hy is the (uncorrected) Hamiltonian for the field mode.

The timescale Thoneq for the gravitational production of quantum nonequi-
librium, caused by the dynamical spacetime of the evaporating black hole, is
given by (I30). From (B29) we see that Thoneq Will depend inversely on the

equilibrium mean energy Fy = <ﬁk> of the field mode. The evaporating black

hole has a Hawking temperature T'= 1/87M (in natural units) or

hed 1 1 mp
kpT = ——— = — SR 330
S A T 7 (330)
For the purposes of our estimate we take Ex ~ kgT. From ([I36]) and (329) we
then have . s
6 (M 1 48w M
oneq =~ [ — ) — ~ —tp [ — ) . 331
Tnoneq = (mp> By K P(mp) (331)
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The creation of quantum nonequilibrium will be significant if the timescale
Tnoneq 1S NOt too large compared to the timescale tcyap over which the black hole
evaporates, where

1 1 |dM
= —|—] . 332
tovap M ’ dt (332)
From (B27)) we have
3/ M\?
tevap =~ —tp | — . 333
o= 2o (20 (333)
The ratio of the timescales is then
2
Thoneq - 487 (M (334)
tcvap 3 mp

(where conveniently the numerical factor x cancels). Thus for M >> mp we
find Thoneq >> tevap and it seems safe to conclude that in that regime the cre-
ation of quantum nonequilibrium will be negligible. On the other hand, in the
final stages of evaporation, as M approaches mp, according to our estimate
quantum nonequilibrium will be created on a timescale that exceeds the evap-
oration timescale by only one or two orders of magnitude, suggesting that a
significant degree of nonequilibrium will be created. In other words, in the very
final stage of black-hole evaporation, outgoing field modes could show significant
departures from the Born rule.

The question remains as to whether or not such departures from the Born
rule can survive quantum relaxation. In the usual calculation of Hawking radi-
ation it is assumed that the field is in a relatively simple quantum state corre-
sponding to an appropriately defined vacuum [99]. Back reaction on the back-
ground spacetime is neglected. This suffices to obtain the rate of radiation. But
in the final stages of evaporation the background spacetime changes rapidly and
the quantum state is likely to be more complicated than is usually assumed. We
may then expect the field to be subject to quantum relaxation on some timescale
Trelax- As noted in Section 6.3 quantum nonequilibrium can grow or build up
over time only if the condition ([I38]), or Trelax > Tnoneq, 1S satisfied. Whether or
not nonequilibrium survives in the outgoing radiation then depends on which
effect (instability or relaxation) dominates as M approaches mp. To answer this
we need to know how Tyelax scales with M in the final stages (where the above
estimate has Tnoneq o (M /mp)5). That will require a more detailed model.
If it turns out that Trelax < Tnoneq @8 M approaches mp, then any nonequi-
librium that is created will be dissipated before it can build up: the outgoing
nonequilibrium field modes will rapidly relax to equilibrium and so the resulting
Hawking radiation (observed in the asymptotically flat region) will still obey the
Born rule. If instead Tielax > Tnoneq @8 M approaches mp, then we can expect
the outgoing field modes to maintain some degree of nonequilibrium, and the
resulting Hawking radiation could show deviations from the Born rule. It is per-
haps optimistic to expect to be able to observe effects from the final Planckian
phase of Hawking evaporation. But in principle the effects are predicted to ex-
ist. More precise predictions require a more realistic model, including quantum
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relaxation, with a reliable estimate of Tylax. This is a matter for future work.
It seems likely from the above estimate that significant nonequilibrium will be
created in the very final stage of black-hole evaporation, but whether or not it
quickly relaxes again remains to be seen.

Realistically, Hawking radiation might be observed from evaporating pri-
mordial black holes. It is expected that black holes with a range of masses will
have formed in the early universe [I15]. The evaporation timescale ([B33) is of
order the current age to ~ 107 s of the universe for microscopic black holes
with M ~ 10'5 g. Thus today it might be possible to detect radiation from
primordial black holes with masses < 10*® g (if they are sufficiently abundant,
where on some scenarios they may form a significant component of dark matter
[116]). The calculated radiated power ~ (—t)~2/3 formally diverges at t = 0. It
is widely believed that the hole will disappear in an explosion, whose products
will depend on the high-temperature behaviour of matter. For M ~ 10'% g it
is estimated that a significant fraction of the luminosity will be in the ~-ray
region (peaked at ~ 100 MeV) [I17]. It is therefore plausible that we might
be able to detect ~y-rays from the evaporation of primordial black holes. If so
we could probe their quantum properties, and in particular search for signs of
deviations from the Born rule. Such deviations could manifest as a blurring of
the usual single-photon two-slit interference pattern or as anomalous polarisa-
tion probabilities (deviations from the standard cos? # modulation with angle 0
35]).

Finally, as noted in Section 4.4, it has been argued that primordial black
holes can decay via quantum-gravitationally-induced tunnelling (from black
holes to white holes) [100], with potentially observable signatures in radio and
gamma-ray astronomy [118]. In future work it would be of interest to consider
how quantum nonequilibrium might be created during such a process.

12 Quantum instability for atomic systems

It is of theoretical interest to ask if, at least in principle, the Born rule could be
unstable for a laboratory atomic system in the gravitational field of the earth.

Consider again the general non-Hermitian correction ([B23). We saw that
in the spacetime of a Schwarzchild black hole the quantity ,/gR, which has
the dimensions of length, is replaced by —8mrs (equation ([B22])) where the
Schwarzchild radius rs = 2GM/c? is the natural lengthscale of the background
spacetime. For a system in the gravitational field of the earth we may then
expect to implement a replacement of the form

VIR — —8mre , (335)

where 7. is the local radius of curvature (r. ~ 10'® cm at the surface of the
earth).

A related suggestion was made on dimensional grounds by Kiefer and Singh
[68], who considered the effect of the dominant Hermitian term ~ H 2 on atomic
energy levels (where H,, is the uncorrected atomic Hamiltonian), with 7. taken to
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be the curvature lengthscale associated with the gravitational field of the atomic
nucleus. A correction term of the form ~ (Gh4 / c4m2rc) V2V? yields tiny shifts
in the energy levels, which are of course far too small to be observable.

Our interest is in the non-Hermitian term (B23) for a laboratory atomic
system in the gravitational field of the earth. Implementing the replacement
(335), and writing 7:{(1, as 7:La, the atomic Hamiltonian fla = f A3z 7:La suffers a
non-Hermitian correction

- hG 1 0 [ lp OH,
Ay~ i [ da (H) - —ii e (336)
which is non-zero only if the atom has a time-dependent (uncorrected) Hamil-
tonian H,. The correction (B36) is roughly equal to the change in H, over a
Planck time and is suppressed by the tiny ratio lp/r. (and with a factor of —3).

We can now estimate the timescale T,oneq for the gravitational production of
quantum nonequilibrium for an atomic system, caused by a dynamical Hamil-
tonian in a background curved space, where Thoneq is given by (I36). In our

notation (I23) the correction Hy is

tp . (337)

If the atomic Hamiltonian H, changes rapidly over a small timescale t,, we
can apply the sudden approximation where the atomic wave function v, hardly

changes over a time t,. We can then write <8ﬁa/8t> ~d <ﬂa> /dt and define

L_ |1 d<Ha> . (338)

ta <Ha> dt

)~ 22 . o

and a timescale (inserting h)

We then have

re t h
Tnoneq ™~ —C—GA— . (340)
In realistic conditions we will of course have r. /lp >>> 1 and t,/tp >>> 1, and
SO Thoneq Will be huge compared with the natural quantum timescale // <fla

for the atomic system. We can also compare Tyoneq With t,. Writing Ep = ii/tp

we have
Tnoneq Tc EP

SR
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For r./lp >>> 1 and Ep/ <fla> >>> 1 the ratio Toneq/ta Will again be pro-
hibitively large.

Note that, because of the rapidly-changing Hamiltonian, the atomic wave
function will necessarily be a superposition of energy eigenstates. This will en-
sure quantum relaxation over timescales Trelax << Tnoneq- 1hus, even if we were
able to probe an atomic ensemble over times of order Toneq (Which realistically
will far exceed the age of the universe ¢y ~ 10'7 s), any nonequilibrium that was
gravitationally-generated would have quickly dissipated. It would appear that,
as a point of principle, the gravitational creation of quantum nonequilibrium at
the atomic scale is of theoretical interest only.

13 Conclusion

We have argued that there is no well-defined Born-rule state at the fundamen-
tal level of quantum gravity. A theoretical ensemble with a (non-normalisable)
Wheeler-DeWitt wave functional ¥ is necessarily in a state of quantum nonequi-
librium P # |®|” (initially and always). An equilibrium Born-rule state can exist
only after we enter the semiclassical regime of quantum systems on a classical
spacetime background, with time-dependent and normalisable wave functions 1)
satisfying a Schrodinger equation. At the beginning of the semiclassical regime,
however, ‘initial’ quantum nonequilibrium p # |1/)|2 is inherited from the deep
quantum-gravity regime as a conditional probability. Thus quantum gravity nat-
urally creates an early nonequilibrium universe. Quantum relaxation p — |w|2
takes place only afterwards, finally yielding the Born rule as an emergent equi-
librium state. We have also shown how small quantum-gravitational corrections
to the Schrodinger equation yield an intermediate regime in which the Born
rule is unstable: an initial ensemble p = [)|* can evolve to p # [)]>. We have
seen that the latter effects are generally very small, though perhaps significant
in the final stages of black-hole evaporation. These results have been obtained
by applying the de Broglie-Bohm pilot-wave formulation of quantum mechanics
to canonical quantum gravity. The results emerge naturally by following the
internal logic of this particular approach to quantum physics.

A key starting point for our argument has been the Klein-Gordon-like struc-
ture of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation. We have argued that this is not a pe-
culiarity to work around but a sign that the timeless Wheeler-DeWitt wave
functional U[g;;, ¢] is not a wave functional as we usually understand the term.
The quantity |¥[g;;, ¢])* is non-normalisable not for some technical reason to
be fixed but because, while it may superficially resemble the familiar prob-
ability densities |@[J(q,t)|2 encountered in non-gravitational physics, in reality
|\I/[gij,¢]|2 is a quite different kind of physical thing. We are able to make
sense of this in de Broglie-Bohm pilot-wave theory, because in this formula-
tion of quantum mechanics there is no law-like relationship between the prob-
ability density P and the wave function ¥. Instead, in pilot-wave theory, the
Born rule emerges as an equilibrium state by dynamical relaxation. Because
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|W[gi;,#]|* is non-normalisable, however, there is no equilibrium state in the
deep quantum-gravity regime, where inevitably Plg;;, ¢,t] # |¥[gi;, gb]|2 always.
An equilibrium Born-rule state can emerge only in the semiclassical regime of
time-dependent and normalisable wave functions ¥(q,t), by means of (coarse-
grained) relaxation p(q,t) — |4 (g, t)|>. The small non-Hermitian gravitational
corrections to the Schrodinger equation for 1), first derived by Kiefer and Singh,
then make it possible for initial equilibrium p = |z/1|2 to evolve to nonequilibrium
p# |z/1|2, though the latter effects are generally very small.

It should be emphasised that our intermediate regime, with a small in-
stability of the Born rule, has been derived from the fundamental equations
of pilot-wave quantum gravity. Performing a semiclassical expansion of the
Wheeler-DeWitt wave functional results in small non-Hermitian terms in the
effective Hamiltonian of the Schrodinger regime, while the de Broglie velocities
remain those associated with only the Hermitian part of the Hamiltonian. As
a consequence, there is a mismatch between the continuity equations satisfied
by the actual density p and by the Born-rule density |1|?, resulting in a small
gravitationally-induced instability of the Born rule.

The derivation of non-Hermitian corrections to the Schrodinger equation
depends, however, on a semiclassical expansion whose validity might be ques-
tioned. Previous authors have generally ignored the non-Hermitian terms be-
cause there is no consistent way to interpret them in standard quantum mechan-
ics. It is then tempting to view such terms as an artifact to be eliminated from
the effective Hamiltonian by appropriately redefining the effective wave function
(as discussed in Section 5.2). But in pilot-wave theory the non-Hermitian terms
are fully consistent, thereby removing the ground for viewing them as artificial
or for seeking to eliminate them. It may however be that the question of whether
or not the non-Hermitian terms really exist can only be settled by experiment,
in the sense that some empirical input may be needed in order to know exactly
how our familiar time-dependent wave functions are to be identified as they
emerge from the underlying quantum-gravitational formalism.

It is also worth remarking that, even if the non-Hermitian terms do turn out
to be a mathematical artifact, this will only invalidate the intermediate regime
studied in this paper. It will still be the case that there is no well-defined Born
rule in the deep quantum-gravity regime, which remains in a perpetual state
of nonequilibrium. It will also still be the case that as the universe enters the
semiclassical regime it will be in a state of nonequilibrium, with relaxation to
the Born rule taking place only afterwards. The Born rule will still be unstable,
in the sense that when an equilibrium system enters the deep quantum-gravity
regime it can be expected to emerge in a state of nonequilibrium.

Pilot-wave theory solves the notorious quantum measurement problem [1T9],
but for as long as we are confined to quantum equilibrium it remains indistin-
guishable from other formulations or interpretations of quantum physics. In
this paper we have shown that pilot-wave theory offers a natural understanding
of certain peculiarities of canonical quantum gravity. The non-normalisability
of the Wheeler-DeWitt wave functional and the failure of the naive Schrédinger
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interpretation are explained by the absence of a physical Born-rule equilibrium
state. The emergence of the Born rule in the semiclassical regime is explained
by quantum relaxation. The small non-Hermitian terms in the gravitationally-
corrected Schrodinger equation no longer present an inconsistency but instead
generate a small instability of the Born rule. Finally, the presence of actual de
Broglie-Bohm trajectories for all wave functionals arguably gives a clearer ac-
count of WKB time and of the emergence of time-dependent wave functions in
the semiclassical regime. Thus in several respects the de Broglie-Bohm formula-
tion of quantum mechanics appears advantageous in understanding gravitation.

We have seen that a system emerging from the deep quantum-gravity regime
can be expected to violate the Born rule. In future work it would therefore be
of interest to study the potential creation of quantum nonequilibrium in bounc-
ing cosmologies and in black-hole to white-hole transitions. We may also ex-
pect quantum-gravitational effects to generate nonequilibrium close to classical
spacetime singularities, thereby potentially enabling the resolution of black-
hole information loss by the mechanism studied in refs. [53][54] (where ingoing
Hawking field modes interact with nonequilibrium degrees of freedom behind
the horizon and thereby transmit nonequilibrium to the exterior region via en-
tanglement with the outgoing modes). Finally, it would also be of interest to
reconsider the effects discussed in this paper in terms of loop quantum gravity.

The ultimate test of any physical theory is of course by experiment. We
have provided approximate calculations of the effects of quantum instability
for various systems. Experimentally the most promising candidates for a test
appear to be exploding primordial black holes, which may form a significant
component of decaying dark matter. As we have seen, radiation from the final
stages of black-hole evaporation can potentially show deviations from the Born
rule, for example in the form of anomalous photon polarisation probabilities.
Should such effects ever be observed, a new window would be opened on the
relationship between quantum theory and gravitation.
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